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 In the last 25 years, process writing has grown to dominate the traditional 
approaches in writing instruction. Many studies have looked at process writing in 
terms of implementation or the composing processes of students using process 
writing, but far fewer have looked at it in terms of teachers’ perceptions of  process 
writing particularly in an EFL context. 
 The purpose of this study was to investigate teachers’ attitudes and 
understandings towards process writing in the School of Foreign Languages (SFL) at 
Muğla University (MU), an institution in which alternative approaches to writing 
instruction are currently being sought. By finding out the attitudes and understandings 
of teachers towards process writing, a possible future implementation of process 
writing in the school may start.  
 Data were first collected through questionnaires distributed to the 34 teachers 
in the SFL. The questions aimed at discovering their reported teaching practices of 
writing, their attitudes towards writing, and their attitudes towards and understandings 
of process writing. The questionnaire consisted of 46 questions looking at the 
teachers’ reported teaching practices, their attitudes towards process writing and their 
attitudes towards and understandings of a process writing approach to writing 
instruction. Secondly, in order to gather more in-depth  information about the 
teachers’ understandings and attitudes towards process writing and to double check 
the questionnaire, semi-structured interviews were conducted with six teachers and 
the administrator of the school. Questions investigating the teacher participants’ 
understandings of the process model of writing, their teaching practices, and the 
writing situation at MU were asked. 
 Data collected through the questionnaire were analyzed by employing 
descriptive statistics, such as frequencies and percentages. In order to support the 
results, the chi-square values of each question were also calculated using SPSS. Data 
collected through the interviews were analyzed by using categorization. The teachers’ 
responses were categorized under headings determined by the research questions. The 
responses of the teachers were then interpreted by the researcher. 
 The data results revealed that the teachers in the SFL at MU had positive 
feelings towards process writing. They knew a fair amount about process writing and 
expressed a willingness to teach writing by using the process writing approach. The 
teachers also agreed that process writing would contribute to their writing lessons and 
improve their students’ writing abilities. Despite teachers’ positive attitudes towards 
process writing, their understandings of process writing were somewhat limited and 
some teachers had misconceptions/misunderstandings. In terms of current writing 
instruction practices, the teachers reported  using some elements of process writing in 
their classes but these were primarily pre-writing activities.  
As almost none of the teachers  had experience with the process writing 
approach, all the six teachers interviewed and the administrator of the school pointed 
out the importance of training sessions for teachers to learn more about process 
writing.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
       Introduction 
 
The concepts involved in the teaching of writing have changed radically over 
the past two or three decades along with innovations in the field of  writing. In 1977, 
Emig described writing as a mode of learning and soon new discussions began about 
the composing process. As writing began to gain importance both in first and second 
language studies, L1 researchers like Emig (1977) and Perl (1979) and L2 
researchers like Zamel (1983) and Raimes (1985) started to investigate the writing 
processes of students. Along with these methodological and theoretical 
developments, a new pedagogical approach to writing called process writing 
emerged as a reaction against the traditional product writing. This study investigates 
teachers’ attitudes and understandings about process writing in the School of Foreign 
Languages at Muğla University. 
          Background of the Study  
  Up until the 1970s, product-writing was the dominant approach used in the 
teaching of writing. In this traditional concept, style is emphasized, and instruction 
tends to focus on error correction. In product writing the focus is on students’ 
finished products. In a typical product-oriented classroom, the various features of an 
essay are described and then outlined by the teacher in general terms for the students. 
After this brief description and outlining the teacher assigns the students a writing 
topic. The students then write their papers out of class time, and submit them to the 
teacher. The teacher collects the papers, reads them, notes the errors of spelling, 
grammar, and punctuation and, generally writes a final comment before returning the 
papers to the students (Williams, 1998). 
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Another important feature of product writing is that the teacher plays the 
leading role during the classroom activities. The teacher does nearly all of the talking 
during class time, and thus, as Williams (1998) states, the product model is 
considered to be a teacher-centred pedagogy. Arguably, this pedagogy discourages 
independent thinking among students because instead of trying to put their ideas in 
their minds on paper, the students are focused more on writing what they think the 
teacher expects them to write. Due to the fact that the activities are based on the 
individual work of the students, the students may also fail to foster group interaction 
between each other (Williams, 1998). 
In the early 1970s, the process model of writing emerged as a reaction to 
product writing. Logically, in process writing, writing as a process is more 
emphasized rather than product. In the process model of writing, the students 
improve their writing by going through certain stages like pre-writing, planing, 
editing, and revising with the teacher offering advice and suggestions. The teacher 
does not assign specific topics, give evaluative criteria for judging writing, 
demonstrate “good writing” with models or assign grammatical exercises because the 
teacher is the facilitator (Zamel, 1976). Collaboration between students in small 
groups is encouraged and the teacher helps the students by giving advice and 
suggestion through formative rather than summative evaluation. As a result, the 
teachers give their students more time and opportunity to select topics, brainstorm, 
write drafts, revise, and give feedback. Linguistic accuracy becomes an issue of 
secondary importance because of the fact that ideas and organization have begun to 
take priority (Raimes, 1991). 
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With the help of the process writing model, it has been argued that students 
learn to write by writing and they become better writers (Dyer, 1996). Zamel (1987) 
gives examples from recent research on writing pedagogy such as Diaz, who 
investigated the growth and change in students’ writing in her own process-oriented 
class. Diaz explained that the process approach of writing  helped the students to feel 
more confident about their own writing. They began to write more meaningfully  and 
better (as cited in Zamel, 1987).   
Some teachers and theorists, such as Horowitz (1986) and Rodrigues (1985), 
are less enthusiastic about process writing. Horowitz (1986) states that the process 
approach’s emphasis on multiple drafts may leave students unprepared for essay 
examinations and that overuse of peer evaluation may leave students with an 
unrealistic view of their abilities. He also argues that trying to change bad writers  
into good ones with the help of a process approach may be of questionable efficacy, 
and that the inductive orientation of the process approach is suited only to some 
writers and some academic tasks.  
Teachers may also have different attitudes towards the process writing 
approach. For instance if teachers are accustomed to teaching in a teacher-centred, 
examination-oriented teaching culture, they may view writing instruction as 
assigning a piece of writing and handing it back corrected and graded with little or no 
feedback. For such teachers, the very different demands of a process writing 
approach may seem unusual or even impractical. Other teachers, however, may be 
more aware of and open to changes and alternatives available in the English 
Language Teaching (ELT) world. The facilitative and interpretational view of 
education that is inherent in the process approach of writing may suit this second 
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type of teachers because it gives importance to the cooperative interaction between 
students and teachers in and out of class time (Pennington, 1995).  
In addition to varying attitudes, teachers may also have very different 
understandings of what process writing is. Caudery (1995) conducted a research on 
what the process approach meant to practising teachers of second language writing 
skills. He states that according to the survey he conducted, teachers actually have 
strong differing ideas as to what process writing is. Despite the somewhat mixed 
understandings of the participants about the process writing approach, the survey 
showed that overall, the idea of adapting a process approach to the classes was 
gaining strength and that more teachers were deciding to adopt the elements of the 
approach.  
Composition studies have entered an era in which there is a multiplicity of L2 
writing theories and pedagogies. As process writing emerged in reaction to product 
writing, the literature has also entered what is being called the post-process era. Post-
process writing is not a rejection of process writing, but rather, it calls for the now-
traditional principles of process writing to be complemented by various additions 
both from product writing and other perspectives. Despite an awareness that no 
single approach to writing instruction is going to guarantee student and therefore 
program success, this study nevertheless focuses on process writing because it is seen 
as a possible starting point to introducing a more effective writing curriculum in the 
School of Foreign Languages at Muğla University. As Pennington (1995) states, the 
process approach offers teachers who have difficulties in their writing classes a 
transparent, natural teaching-learning environment, aimed at linking writing 
outcomes as activities for both in-class and out of class. Here, Pennington is praising 
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the benefits of process writing approach for teachers who have limited ideas about 
how to instruct their students in writing. A process approach can be helpful because 
teachers teach their students every step they have to take while composing.   
Statement of the Problem 
Muğla University was founded in 1992. The language of education at Muğla 
University is Turkish. The majority of students who enter Muğla University, for 
example those in the faculties of economics or social sciences, are not generally 
required to attend English classes in the School of Foreign Languages. For other 
students, such as those in the vocational schools, one year of English is compulsory. 
The majority of the students, therefore, make a choice whether to study English for a 
year or not. The English classes are mixed in the sense that there are students both 
from the departments in which English is obligatory and from those in which it is 
not. Therefore, the needs of the students vary greatly, and this affects their 
motivation to write. For some students writing is the primary skill needed whereas 
for others, writing is of secondary importance. 
 Since the founding of Muğla University’s School of Foreign Languages, the 
product approach of writing has been used by its teachers. The teachers generally 
assign topics to the students, who write their essays and hand them back to the 
teacher one day later. The teacher evaluates the papers and gives them back to the 
students. The teachers give summative evaluations to the students writings, that is, 
only at the end of their writing. Primarily, the importance for teachers seems to be on 
grammar rather than on the content and organization of the essay. When the students 
get their papers back, they rarely look at them to see their mistakes and correct them, 
because the teachers do not ask for a revised form of the papers. Rather, it has been 
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observed that they generally put the papers aside and forget them. This is the 
predominant pattern for most teachers in terms of writing assignments at Muğla 
University, School of Foreign Languages.  
 There are 36 teachers in the School of Foreign Languages at Muğla University 
and a common point of discussion among them is writing skill, which is  frequently 
the most discussed topic during the weekly meetings and the yearly evaluation 
meeting. As based on the writings of the students and the results of the students’ 
midterm achievement tests and final achievement test, the teachers all complain 
about students’ not being able to write appropriately and effectively.  
 Based on the weekly meetings, the yearly evaluation meeting, and writing 
exams of the students, the EFL teachers at Muğla University have come to a decision 
that what the students need is not more grammar, but more extensive and directed 
practice with writing. There have been discussions among the teachers about how to 
achieve successful writing lessons, but all the suggestions have been restricted to 
ideas and no actual changes have been made.  
Apparently, based on these findings from the teachers, it may be beneficial 
for the teachers to introduce a process writing model in an attempt to help the 
students gain specific benefits, such as better organization of content, writing thesis 
sentences and increasing the overall effectiveness of the students’ writing. Although 
the process writing approach will not transform the students into expert writers, it 
will give the teachers and students a framework for concentrating more on a 
particular piece of writing and dealing with it more effectively.  
 Before attempting to introduce process writing on a wide scale at Muğla 
University, it is important to look at the attitudes of teachers towards the process 
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writing approach because it is the teachers who will be required to implement it. In 
addition to addressing this need, this study also reveals what the teachers do or do 
not know about process writing, how much they know if they have an idea of process 
writing, their ideas on the appropriateness of process writing for the context of 
Muğla University, and the problems that they feel they may experience in using it. In  
light of these findings, the change cycle in the institution may begin with the training 
of teachers about process writing.  
Significance of the Problem  
The process model of writing has a growing importance in the universities in 
Turkey. Some schools, such as Bilkent University, Başkent University, Middle East 
Technical University and Anadolu University, are already using a process model of 
writing. Muğla University is a developing university and open to innovations. The 
administration is trying to catch up with the latest developments in the ELT world. 
This study provides a first essential step in the possible implementation of one of 
these innovations, a process model of writing, in the school. It is believed that the 
first step to beginning the change cycle is to start with the teachers who are at the 
heart of the teaching process. 
Looking at the attitudes and understandings of teachers about process writing 
provides a first step in establishing a base-line for a future implementation of this 
model of writing in the curriculum. After using the results of this study to establish 
this base-line, the ways of integrating process writing in the curriculum can be 
determined and training sessions about using process writing can be planned. 
Furthermore, this study might be useful for establishing a base-line for process 
writing for other newly founded and developing Turkish universities, which may also 
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be seeking ways of improving writing instruction in their institutions. Once the 
teachers’ attitudes are found out, understood and training sessions are developed, the 
next step may be to use it in class and investigate how it is working once applied. 
The attitudes of students towards process writing may be investigated after the 
process writing approach is implemented.  
Purpose of the Study 
The aim of the study was to find out the attitudes and understandings of 
teachers working in, the School of Foreign Languages at Muğla University, towards  
process writing.   
Research Questions 
This study  addressed the following research questions: 
1.  What are the attitudes and understandings of EFL teachers working at Muğla 
University, School of  Foreign Languages about process writing? 
2. What are the reported writing instruction practices of teachers working at 
Muğla University, School of Foreign Languages? 
3. What are the attitudes of teachers working  at Muğla University, School of 
Foreign Languages towards writing? 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
           Introduction 
 
Writing is a messy process. It is not linear; it is recursive, a process in which 
the writer writes, then plans, or revises, and then writes again (Perl, 1979). Writing 
also requires knowledge and focuses on thought. In order to write, students must 
have something to say. By writing, students not only express knowledge but also 
discover knowledge (Risinger, 1987). Writing is an integrative process combining 
the total intellectual capacities of the writer (Risinger, 1987).  
 During the composing process, the teacher may play as important a role as 
the students. It is from the teacher that the very first step of the composing process 
starts. It is not surprising that the teacher has often been found to be the key factor in 
writing. For writing courses to be effective for students, it is crucial to understand 
what teachers know about writing, what they know about the approaches they are 
using, and how effective their instruction is.  
Before a new program is implemented in an institution, it is therefore crucial 
to find out the teachers’ attitudes towards the various components of the new 
program, as it is the teachers who are going to interpret, transform, and deliver those 
elements to the students. If the teachers gain a deeper awareness of the new program 
to be used in their own institutions, the results of the outcomes will more likely be 
positive for both themselves and the students.  
This chapter reviews the literature on the use of the process approach in 
teaching writing in comparison with the traditional product approach and post-
process writing approach. It also looks at the advantages and disadvantages of 
process approaches, the effects of process approaches on learning, the adaptability of 
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process approaches to EFL classes and teachers’ attitudes towards the use of process 
approaches in teaching writing.   
Definition of a Process Writing Approach 
White and Arndt (1991) state that they “see a process focused approach to 
writing as an enabling approach”(p. 5). The goal of this approach in other words, is 
to help students to see themselves as “writers”, to increase awareness for both 
students and teachers, and to help students to put their ideas into more coherent and 
meaningful messages. 
Reflecting the writing definitions at the start of this chapter, the process 
model suggests that a finished paper comes out of a complex interaction  of activities 
that include several stages of development: pre-writing, planning, drafting, revising, 
editing, and evaluating. These stages help the writer to develop a successful writing 
(Williams, 1998). 
Pre-writing 
Pre-writing activities help students generate ideas, strategies, and information 
for a given writing task. These activities take place before students start writing the 
first draft of their papers. There are different ways of doing pre-writing activities 
such as brainstorming, outlining, discussions, and free writing (White and Arndt, 
1991; Williams, 1998).  
Planning 
With the help of pre-writing activities, the students have more information 
about the writing topic they are going to address in their writing. Before putting these 
ideas on paper, students make some kind of plan about how to compose their writing 
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with the help of the pre-writing activities such as outlining, free writing (White and 
Arndt, 1991; Williams, 1998).  
Drafting 
After students have generated ideas and prepared a plan for their topics, they 
begin writing the first draft. While producing the first draft, the point that students 
should consider is that they should not spend much time correcting their grammatical 
mistakes. Rather, students should concentrate on getting their ideas down on paper 
(White and Arndt,1991; Williams,1998). 
Revising 
Revising is an important part of the writing process and may occur at every 
stage. In revising, students make necessary changes in their writing. Revising 
includes taking into consideration suggestions from a peer or a teacher about how to 
improve the writing (White and Arndt,1991; Williams,1998). 
Editing 
Editing is the last stage before evaluating. Editing occurs after revising. In 
editing, the main focus is on surface features of the paper, such as punctuation, 
spelling, and usage. Students get feedback from their teachers and peers about 
editing and give the last shape to their writing (Williams, 1998). 
Evaluating 
Evaluating is generally considered to be the last stage of process writing 
though in fact it may occur at every stage and may be carried out by peers and 
teachers. The aim of evaluative feedback is to help students improve their writing 
and make ideas clear, not to grade their writings (White and Arndt, 1991). 
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Analysis of Product-writing and Process Writing Approaches 
The concepts involved in the teaching of writing have changed radically over 
the last 25 years with innovations in the field of writing. Up until the 1970s, the 
teaching of writing was based on product-writing. In this traditional concept, the 
emphasis is on style, and instruction tends to focus on error correction. In a product- 
writing approach, instruction usually consists of analyzing examples of good form, 
learning various rules, and practicing those rules. Product writing gets its name from 
the fact that the focus is on students’ finished products. In a typical product-oriented 
classroom, teachers outline, and describe the various features of an essay in general 
terms and then the students are assigned a topic. They then write their papers outside 
of class, and submit them. The teacher collects the papers, reads them, notes 
primarily the errors of spelling, grammar and punctuation and may or may not write 
a final comment before returning the papers to the students (Applebee, 1986; 
Williams, 1998). The final comment the teacher gives to her/his students is the one 
and only feedback the students get from their teacher. As observed in the 
researcher’s own classes and in those of colleagues, when students get the final 
comment from their teachers, they generally do not go over their errors and many 
seem  to forget about what they have written. The teachers rarely ask their students to 
draw on the feedback given and rewrite what they have written. 
Another important feature of product writing is that the teacher is at the 
center of  classroom activities. Since the teacher does nearly all of the talking during 
class time, Williams (1998) and Reid (2001) state that the product model is 
considered to be a teacher-centered pedagogy. Arguably, this pedagogy discourages 
independent thinking among students because the students try to write what the 
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teacher expects them to write. The students may also fail to foster group interaction 
between each other because the activities are based on the individual work of the 
students (Williams, 1998). 
In product-oriented writing, the process the students follow is outside of  
class time and is therefore considered “opaque” or a “black box” by Long (1980) (as 
cited in Pennington, 1995, p.709). He means by “black box” that the students, 
without getting adequate instruction and feedback from the teacher, try to write on 
their own. As a consequence, while writing they too often tend to focus on grammar.  
Long also claims that at the pedagogical level, grammar instruction and correction of 
errors are given more importance than the production process . 
In the early 1970s, the process model of writing emerged as a reaction to 
product writing. Since the 1970s, writing as a process has been perceived by many as 
a successful teaching methodology for improving student writing. For instance, Witte 
and Cherry (1986) argued that “ perhaps the most exciting development in the field 
of composition studies in the United States during the past two decades has been the 
rediscovery of process in writing” (as cited in Susser, 1994, p. 32). Liebman-Kleine 
(1986) stated that process is not a dogma, but a concept of writing which has helped 
people to see writing in a new way and let them ask questions about the composing 
process and make a distinction between product and process. Zamel (1982) described 
the process approach as a concentration on personal writing, student creativity, and 
fluency.   
 Logically the emphasis in process writing is on writing as a process rather 
than on product. In the process model of writing, the students improve their writing 
through rewriting, with the teacher, and possibly other students, offering advice and 
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suggestions. Unlike traditional approaches which emphasize analysis and correction 
of the product, writing as a process methodology emphasizes understanding and 
helps students develop the process of writing. The process model of writing carries 
students through a cycle of pre-writing, free writing, peer feedback, and revision 
(Applebee, 1986; Gage, 1986; Williams, 1998; Reid, 2001).  
The traditional teacher/student relationship of “ teacher tells, instructs, gives 
rules, and the student listens, absorbs, and complies” does not apply in a process 
writing approach because in a process writing approach the students learn writing by 
doing, practising, and by being coached by their teacher (Mol, 1991, p. 14). Only if 
teachers have an understanding of the various roles they play in helping students to 
become more proficient writers, however, can the gains of a process approach to 
writing be realized. The teacher, as facilitator, does not assign specific topics, give 
evaluative criteria for judging writing, demonstrate “good writing” with models or 
assign grammatical exercises (Zamel, 1976). Applebee (1986) states that process 
writing teachers use certain procedures, which are designed to help students think 
through and organise their ideas before writing and rethink and revise their initial 
drafts (p. 95). The students collaborate with each other in small groups and the 
teacher intervenes to guide students through the process by giving advice and 
suggestions through formative rather than summative evaluation. Therefore, teachers 
give their students more time and opportunity to select topics, brainstorm, write 
drafts, revise and give feedback to each other. Linguistic accuracy becomes an issue 
of secondary importance because ideas and organization have taken its place (Bizzel, 
1986; Kameen, 1986; Raimes, 1991; Myers, 1997). For Raimes, the teaching of 
writing should stress the students’ ideas and how they express those ideas rather than 
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stressing grammar. With the help of the process writing model, it has been argued 
that students learn to write by writing and in doing so they become better writers 
(Dyer, 1996). The best way to introduce students to the process of writing is to 
involve them in the process. By preparing students for composing, students learn the 
phases of the writing process. Students can be shown the different stages in the 
production of a piece of  writing and be encouraged to discover what works best for 
them. In moving from a product model of writing to process model of writing, the 
students may gain independence from the teacher, foster learner autonomy for their 
writing and be given the opportunity to work cooperatively with each other while 
drafting, revising, giving and receiving feedback (Pennington, 1995). Moreover, if 
students learn that writing is a process through which they can explore their thoughts 
and ideas, then the product is likely to improve as well (Zamel, 1982). With the 
students’ changing roles and gaining awareness of themselves as writers, the role of 
the teacher also changes. For instance, a teacher in one study wrote in her diary about 
her changing role from marker of writing and authoritative figure, to a facilitator or 
an observer whose role was to support the students in their learning (Pennington, 
1995).  
Raimes (1985) defines the writing process as a “recursive”, or “cyclical” 
process in which writers move back and forth between discovering, analyzing and 
synthesizing ideas. While writing, she notes, writers discover new ideas and change 
their flow of ideas. Writing, she claims, helps to create new ideas. Raimes thinks that 
the kind of process students follow may be helpful and effective in the second 
language classrooms for unskilled writers who have difficulties in writing in an L2. 
Skilled writers use strategies which stress generating ideas, writing drafts, producing 
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feedback, and revising. Helping unskilled writers to acquire these strategies might 
help them to focus on what they think and what they write, and ultimately improve 
their writing ability. 
Process Writing and Post-Process Writing 
As with all trends in academic theorizing or in pedagogy, the strict process 
writing approach has, in recent years, begun to evolve as well as with the new 
writing pedagogy called as post-process writing.   
According to the process writing model, all students are capable of becoming 
successful writers as long as the teacher provides proper guidance and 
encouragement. Under such guidance, students will find a way to access their 
authentic “voices”. However, because of the fact that  process writing focuses on 
individual writers, critiques from social constructivists accuse process proponents of 
being too narrowly focused on the individual writer and of not paying adequate 
attention to the social community in which the writing occurs (Mondor, 2001; Olson, 
1999). Thus, post-process writing, the latest pedagogical movement of composition 
studies, emerges and presents its critique of the process movement. Post-process 
means “in addition to” process (Mondor, 2001, p.3) and in this sense it can be 
understood as a further step of process writing, which gives the students the 
opportunity to analyze and synthsesize the written text in its own social context. As 
Kent (1999) states, the attention in post-process writing is on the various forces 
which affect the writer, including the social context of which the writer is a part. 
 Post-process does not mean, however, that the students no longer engage in 
techniques and activities such as peer conferences or revision, which have been long 
associated with process writing (Mondor, 2001). Post-process does not reject process 
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writing techniques. Matsuda (in press) states that the notion of post-process needs to 
be understood not as a rejection of process pedagogies but as a recognition of the 
multiplicity of L2 writing theories and pedagogies. As a part of this, post-process 
proponents such as Kent, suggest that a larger rhetorical and social context must be 
discussed in relation to student writing.  
By post-process, students gain a more critical kind of literacy. Students not 
only read texts for their intended meaning but also to analyze the various rhetorical 
stages employed by a writer for a specific audience at a particular moment in time 
(Mondor, 2002). Post-process theorizing emphasizes writing as a public 
interpretative act, taking place in a situated context (You, 2002, p. 3).As Kent (1999) 
states: 
So when post-process theorists claim that writing is a public act, 
they mean that writing constitutes a specific communicative 
interaction occurring among individuals at specific historical 
moments and in specific relations with others and with the world 
and because these moments and relations change, no process can 
capture what writers do during these changing moments and 
within these changing relations (p. 1-2). 
 
In other words, according to the post-process approach, writing is not created within 
an individual, or even between the students and the teachers, but is also influenced 
greatly by the social context in which the writing is taking place.  
  Ongoing research and developments in the field of writing serve as 
reminders that no approach can afford to remain unchanged, and all approaches can 
be improved – either by new discoveries, or by the incorporation of aspects from 
existing methods or approaches. In the case of process writing this is also true. 
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Recent Research On The Use of The Process Approach In Classroom Settings 
As the process approach to teaching writing has in many places come to 
replace traditional product-oriented writing, many studies have been conducted in 
order to understand writing behaviour and writing pedagogy from the view point of 
the process approach. Recent research on the use of the process approach in 
classroom settings has tended to focus on  students’ composing processes when  
using the process approach. These kinds of studies showed that process writing has 
helped to establish a supportive classroom environment in which students consider 
themselves to be writers and in which students are encouraged to take risks and 
create meaning. Finally, these kind of studies help teachers to investigate the 
relationship between the composing process and teaching writing (Zamel, 1987). 
Zamel (1987) gives examples from studies done on writing pedagogy such as 
Diaz (1985) and Hildebrand (1985) (as cited in Zamel, 1987). Diaz (1985), as the 
teacher researcher, investigated the growth and change in students’ writing in her 
own process-oriented classroom. The classroom in which she conducted the study 
was characterized by several components of process writing such as free writing, 
daily journal entries, drafting, revising,  editing, and  writing groups that provided 
feedback. Diaz collected a variety of data from the students’ writing. At the end of 
the study Diaz observed that over the course of a semester, the students in the 
process-oriented classroom began to write in a better organized and meaningful way 
and Diaz added that the process approach of writing helped the students to feel more 
confident about their own writing. Before the process model of writing was 
introduced, the writing activities were creating anxiety in the  students.  
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Hildebrand (1985) observed ESL students’ attitudes, perceptions and 
assumptions about writing. She conducted a study in two classes with an 
experimental and a control group. While she was focusing on product in her control 
group, she was emphasising writing meaningfully for real purposes and audiences, 
and also encouraging collaboration and peer feedback among the students in her 
experimental group. Similar to Diaz’s findings, Hildebrand also reports that  the 
process-oriented class gave students confidence and awareness about writing  and 
about the writing process. She recommends using a process writing approach 
because she argues that this approach prepares students for academic writing and 
also fosters appreciation for writing among students. Jarvis (2002) also stressed the 
benefits of a process writing approach for improving students’ confidence as writers 
and added that with enough time and practice, all students were capable of becoming 
excellent writers. He also added that the process writing approach valued the growth 
of individual writers. 
Another study was carried out by the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress ( NAEP) looking at the effectiveness of  process writing use by students. 
The study showed that the students in classes which used elements of process 
writing, namely, brainstorming, planning, revising, and editing , were more likely to 
produce comprehensible writings (Risinger, 1987). Evidence from the 1992 NAEP 
assessment in writing showed that by using  process writing techniques the students 
achieved higher writing proficiency as measured by the NAEP assessment writing 
tasks (Goldstein and Arnold, 1996).  
Tyson (1999) conducted a four year study in various Korean Universities 
about process writing. The reason he gave for conducting such a study is that in 
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Korea, the focus on teaching EFL composition at the university level tends to be 
almost entirely on grammatical correctness. It has been thought by the Korean 
language program administrators, language instructors, and students that other 
approaches to teaching writing, including the process approach, are inappropriate for 
their situation because the overall practice of language teaching employs a traditional 
product-oriented examination centred approach with an emphasis on grammar 
(Pennington, Brock, & Yue, 1996). Little attention in general is paid to writing in the 
classroom, and teachers still consider grammar and translation to be the most 
important components of language teaching ( Ahn, 1995, as cited in Tyson).  
Although the importance given to writing in the process approach was seen as 
being in conflict with their traditional way of teaching, the data collected through 
questionnaires and student reflective writings suggested that some of the techniques 
used in the experimental process writing classes helped the students to produce 
longer and better-developed compositions as well as to increase their confidence and 
motivation to write. Moreover, certain process writing-related techniques such as the  
teaching of pre-writing activities, writing in multiple drafts, teaching students how to 
peer-edit and self edit effectively, instructor comments on early drafts that focus 
more on content and organization than grammar, group activities that encourage 
interaction and the sharing of ideas among students, were all found useful by the  
students. The results showed that although the attitudes of students, teachers, and the 
administrators were negative about the process approach at the beginning, after they 
started applying it they realized that the students were in fact  producing longer, more 
interesting, better-organized, and better-developed essays and that there was an 
increase in the students’ confidence and motivation to write. For instance, one of the 
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students commented that when the professor used to return his paper after he had 
written his work, there would be no comment but only a grade. He would not read 
his essay again but he would just check his grade. But now, thanks to the feedback 
from his professor, he added that he could express himself and put his ideas in a 
better and more organized way. This student’s self reports are relevant to the current 
study, since his explanations above about teacher feedback precisely reflect the same 
pattern of both EFL teachers and the students at Muğla University. At Muğla 
University, the teachers return the papers with little or no feedback on them and the 
students do not take the opportunity to look at and possibly learn from their mistakes.  
Disadvantages of a Process Writing Approach 
Although the process approach now dominates many L1 writing programs, it 
has also been controversial. Some teachers and theorists such as Rodrigues (1985), 
Applebee (1986), and Horowitz (1986) are less enthusiastic about process writing. In 
part, opposition has been for practical reasons. Since, for example, process teaching 
often requires input both from the teachers and students alike, process writing is 
considered time consuming. Moreover, the total number of completed writings  
produced is fewer in number when compared to the traditional product-oriented 
writing, because in process writing the students deal with the same writing topic for 
longer periods. There is also an obvious conflict between the extended composing 
processes encouraged by the process approach and for example, the single-draft 
writing usually necessary in an examination (Horowitz, 1986). Horowitz (1986) 
states that the process approach’s emphasis on multiple drafts may leave students 
unprepared for test essay examinations in which they have only one chance to 
respond to writing prompts and that overuse of peer evaluation may leave students 
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with an unrealistic view of their abilities. He also argues that it is questionable 
whether we can actually change “bad” writers into “good” ones with the help of the 
process model of writing and that the inductive orientation of the process approach is 
suited only to some writers and  academic tasks because some non-native speaking 
students are not familiar with the inductive orientation of process approach or a quest 
for personal meaning. Many of the students have lived with deduction and removed 
writing in their past lives and they feel quite comfortable with their past experiences.  
He goes on to state that the process approach, in its almost exclusive concern with 
psycholinguistic, cognitive, and affective variables, in other words, variables 
stemming from the writer him/herself, has failed to take into account the many forces 
outside of an individual writer’s control, which, nevertheless define, shape, and 
ultimately judge a piece of writing, such as instruction and peer feedback (p. 446). It 
is interesting that Horowitz foreshadowed nearly 15 years ago what the advocates of 
post-process writing were saying about process writing’s giving too much 
importance to the individual writers and ignoring the social context in which the 
writing is created.     
Even though Applebee (1986) is in favour of a process approach, he raises 
some questions on its appropriateness and practicality for all writing tasks. He  
mentions that process activities are not appropriate for all writing tasks because 
different tasks have different problems and in order to solve the problems, these tasks 
need different writing processes. While some tasks need more organization  and 
planning, some need careful editing before being shared with a critical audience. He 
goes on to state that the process approach ignores these kind of differences and treats 
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all writing tasks as the same. Process approach instruction should make an explicit  
link between the process and the product.  
Along with Horowitz and Applebee,  Rodrigues (1985) criticizes the process 
writing approach, stating that what the process approach of writing does not realize is 
that students are not mature professional writers. Before students start writing, they 
need to learn structures. They need models to practise and only then might they start 
to think through their ideas, revise their ideas and write for real purposes and 
audiences. He goes on to state that what advocates of process writing misunderstand 
is that if they encouraged their students to write, the students would automatically 
improve their writing. We do not need the process approach to improve our students’ 
writing he claims, rather, what the students need is encouragement and proper 
instruction about writing. The process model of writing can not create miracles in 
students writing. For these reasons, then, some academic ESL teachers have decided 
that teaching the process as it appears in most textbooks is not enough, and in some 
cases, it is almost inappropriate. The students’ needs and the adaptation of a process 
writing approach according to their needs should be taken into consideration.  
Process Writing Approaches and Second Language Teaching 
In second language teaching, there has appeared no coherent, theory-based 
approach for teaching writing in a second language and so, slowly, the process 
approach to writing teaching has been widely adapted in the second language 
classroom (Caudery, 1995). The process movement entered  L2 classes nearly a 
decade after the process approach was introduced as a new L1 writing pedagogy. 
Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) mention that ESL writing teachers have modified the 
instructions used in L1 classes to their L2 settings.  
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Studies have found that writers who are proficient writers in their native 
language use nearly the same strategies when writing in their L2. For example, 
investigations by Zamel (1976, 1982, 1983) pointed out that ESL writers with well 
developed L1 writing abilities were able to transfer L1 skills and strategies to their 
L2 composing processes. What the researchers and teachers have failed to 
understand is that by the time the students are ready to write and express their own 
thoughts and ideas in the second language, the students need the same kind of 
instruction that students in English classes need.  
As the ESL approach to teaching composition has been based on grammar, 
the study of grammar and usage has traditionally been thought to be adequate for L2 
writing instruction (Zamel, 1976). Zamel criticizes the concept that writing means 
grammar and states that “the primary emphasis on writing instruction should be upon 
the expressive and creative process of writing” (p.74).  
Edge (1996) argues that teachers of English as a second language should 
become more conscious of the ways in which their individual characteristics  and 
beliefs affect their students’ learning. Based on this awareness, language teachers can 
consciously promote educational outcomes that are consistent with their own 
personal characteristics and beliefs, and  at the same time encourage students to 
develop their own personal understanding to the content of instruction according to 
their characteristics and beliefs (Pennington, 1995). 
One of the problems about the applicability of a process writing approach  
arises from the teachers themselves. Writing teachers who have not been trained in 
the practise of the process approach, often violate process writing principles and 
cause their students to misunderstand it (Susser, 1994). Therefore, in order to apply a 
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process approach in the classroom, teachers need to first be trained. If the teachers 
know and understand what a process approach is, they will obviously be better 
prepared to help their students understand it.  
 Hamp-Lyons (1986) mentioned that teachers who adopted the process 
approach over a product-centered one have often failed to see its superiority in terms 
of student involvement, interaction, and motivation because of their previous 
teaching practises in product-oriented writing. She nevertheless writes that the 
treatment of errors and the approaches to feedback in a process approach are 
appealing to teachers and learners alike because for many years the students have 
been discouraged by the red ink on their papers. The process approach has  provided 
solutions to some of the most acute problems of the L2 writing classroom such as 
giving feedback, interaction between students and teachers, and how to express 
themselves (p. 789). L1 researchers such as Emig (1977), Perl (1979) and L2 
researchers such as Zamel (1983) and Raimes (1985) describe the process approach 
as one which helps developing writers to understand their own strategies, how to use 
them effectively, and how to relate their experience to that of their peers. According 
to these researchers, the process approach enables teachers to understand their 
learners as the learners themselves do. 
Caudery (1995) notes however, that “relatively little seems to have been done 
to develop a process  approach which is specifically oriented  towards L2 writing”, 
and suggests that “the time for this may be ripe” (p.11). With this statement, he 
points to a general conflict about the applicability of research and pedagogical 
method in process approach from  L1  being transferred to L2. L2 writing teachers 
are often more constrained than L1 writing teachers. The reasons for restrictions are 
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that there may, for example, be less time available for teaching writing both in terms 
of lessons per week and overall course length. Moreover,  L2 teachers are divided 
between teaching a foreign language and teaching writing. These issues may have 
encouraged and even enforced a simplification of the process approach, or a 
pragmatic habit of using “bits and pieces” of the approach (Caudery, 1995).   
Teacher Attitudes Towards a Process Writing Approach 
The implementation of a new program is a complex process of putting ideas 
into action. As implementation occurs at the user or teacher level, it is not surprising 
that the teacher has been found to be a key factor in the implementation process. For 
implementation to be successful and effective, a primary factor that needs to be taken 
into account before changes are made in any pedagogical program, is to explore what 
teachers think about it. Discovering whether they are in favour of a particular 
program is crucial because everyone involved with a program will not necessarily 
hold and share the same beliefs or assumptions (Mol, 1991).  
Since teachers play a crucial role in the implementation of new programs, 
knowledge of their attitudes is important. Identifying teacher attitudes is important 
on two levels; the individual classroom level and the larger program level. On the 
classroom level, teacher attitudes affect teaching and the students. Research shows 
that teachers’ attitudes influence both their expectations from their students and their 
behaviour toward them. If the teacher has a positive attitude toward what s/he is 
teaching, it may very well improve the output s/he gets from the students. Negative 
teacher attitudes may cause students to be distracted from the learning process. On 
the program level, teacher attitudes provide important feedback for judging overall 
program efficiency and effectiveness and for the improvement of a program. 
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Gauging the changing negative and positive attitudes of teachers over time helps to 
evaluate the effectiveness of experience, changes in training or procedures, or the 
general progress of program implementation. Learning about teacher attitudes can 
help improve program design and implementation, daily procedures, pre-service and 
in-service teacher training and support services (Measuring Teacher Attitudes 
Towards Mainstreaming, 1985). 
Adams (1995) conducted a study on student teachers in order to investigate 
their attitudes toward process writing instruction. The student teachers stated that 
before the study, they were unclear about how process writing worked. After the 
project, they stated that with the help of the project they were able to understand how 
their future students might be feeling during writing instruction. 
Clachar (2000) conducted a study about exploring both the oppositional and 
accommodative attitudes that Turkish teachers have towards writing pedagogies  
imported from the West, from where the process writing approach also emerged. The 
study was carried out with seven Turkish teachers. The data were collected through 
questionnaires, observations, and recordings of orientation/training workshops, 
ethnographic interviews and transcripts of teacher-student interactions. Out of seven 
teachers, four believed that the objective of the process approach, which moves 
students from a writer-based to a reader-based prose, was inappropriate for Turkish 
students who are taught to think and write in a different way. For the same reason, 
these four teachers opposed the idea of a process writing approach that gives 
importance to organization and development of ideas over spelling, punctuation, and 
grammar. Two teachers stated that they paid more attention to grammar, spelling, 
punctuation in their writing classes in order to help students to detach themselves 
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from Western ways of thinking and help them to preserve their cultural identity. This 
study shows that teacher attitudes are very important when deciding to implement a 
new program because it is the teachers who best know their  students and, arguably, 
what is good for them. 
 Baines, Baines, Stanley and  Kunkel (1999) also observed the attitudes of 
teachers to process writing. The researchers observed 300 secondary teachers of 
English in the act of teaching writing. They discovered that “the process approach to 
writing” showed change from classroom to classroom. The researchers found out that 
although the process approach they used varied from one to the other, teachers were 
more interested in “the process” rather than on improving their students’ writing. The 
authors state that the product has become of secondary importance for most of the 
teachers (Baines, L, Baines, C, Stanley, & Kunkel, A, 1999).  
Caudery’s (1995) research on what the process approach meant to practising 
teachers of second language writing skills revealed that teachers actually have 
strongly differing ideas to what process writing is. The responses Caudery got from 
his survey about what “process approach” meant to the teachers, reflected a lack of 
consensus among the teachers as to the meaning of the “process approach”. What a 
lack of consensus implies is that teachers may have different attitudes, 
understandings, and beliefs about the process approach and, therefore, frequently 
implement the process approach differently in the classroom. Different ways of 
implementing the process writing approach in the classroom may cause problems 
among teachers and students. Teachers, because of understanding process approach 
differently, may apply it differently from each other. Possible resulting  
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misapplications of the process approach may cause mismatches in the curriculum and  
in the writing processes of students. 
 Caudery asked his study participants to define what they understood by the 
process approach. Three participants stated that the process approach was different 
from approaches focusing on product. Two respondents offered the opinion that they 
believed in process as well as in product. Among the different understandings that 
emerged was that of one participant who defined it as below; 
I think  of a process approach as a way to let students work on 
successive drafts of a piece of work  before it receives its final 
evaluation. When I was in school, it seemed that most of what I 
wrote was immediately marked and that the schools operated as 
meritocracies, that is, separating people on the basis of ability or 
achievement. As a teacher I feel I have to help everyone and give 
them the opportunity to learn through their writing, not just be 
continually judged like horses at a finish line. (Caudery, 1995, p. 6). 
 
The teacher above considers the process approach primarily as 
writing drafts. This may reveal an only partial understanding about process 
writing, as there is actually more to a process approach than just writing 
drafts. The teacher also compares a product model of writing with a process 
model of writing and adds that she has to help her students by showing them 
the steps to take while composing.  
Although some of the participants mentioned that they were using a process 
approach, many were not using it appropriately, in other words, every teacher had 
his/her own concept of understanding of process approach and they differed from 
each other. For instance, some teachers understood “process approach” as only 
writing multiple drafts, while others spoke about “the process of writing” for 
example; pre-writing, drafting, and finally editing. One of the respondents said that 
the emphasis in instruction is less on  producing the perfect product and more on 
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becoming aware of the various composing options- a view clearly in line with the 
“process-not product” concept. Four people mentioned explicitly that the aim of the 
approach is to produce good writing, or improve writing skills. These teachers seem 
not to realize the fact that process writing can not create miracles. As its proponents 
generally agree, process writing shows how to compose, analyze, and synthesize  
what students have learned. Some argue further that not only does it improve 
students’ writing skills but also their thinking. One of Caudery’s participants who 
was not using the process approach, gave the reason for not using it as finding it too 
impractical because of her/his class being too large and not being able to deal with 
the students’ papers at every stage of  writing. The respondent brings the discussion 
to the practicality of a process approach, which may be a concern shared by writing 
teachers in Turkey, who are also faced with large classes and tight schedules. The 
survey, nevertheless, showed that the idea of adapting a process approach to the 
classes was gaining strength as more teachers were being convinced to adapt and 
adopt the approach. 
The Teacher Change Cycle 
Teachers move through a change cycle and become an internal part of it. By 
being part of the change cycle, they begin to understand the innovation that has been 
introduced, thereby they personalize it to bring it into their own practise (Pennington, 
1995). Freeman (1992) states that “teaching is the integration of thought and action” 
( p.1) and that the key ingredient to teacher change is development and awareness 
(Freeman, 1989). In order to start a change or a new implementation program, the 
first thing to be taken into consideration is teacher development and awareness. 
Unless the teachers are made aware of the changes taking place in their institution or 
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given a training program, it is almost impossible for the new program to be 
successful.  
Recent Research On The Teacher Change Cycle 
Pennington (1995) carried out a six month workshop/implementation on 
process writing in order to observe teachers’ changing attitudes toward process 
writing. At the beginning of the workshop/implementation, Pennington observed that 
the teachers had doubts about the process approach. One of the teachers taking part 
in the implementation of the program expressed her doubts as follows. When Vivian  
(the teacher researcher) came across the process approach, she did not expect much 
from it. She had a negative attitude and even questioned its workability and 
applicability. Nevertheless, she decided to try the method. When she saw the 
outcomes of the implementation and how encouraging they were, she was convinced   
that the approach really worked. She reported that her own confidence and self 
awareness in teaching writing increased, as did the quality of her teaching. 
Pennington argues that the teacher’s individual experience is important while using 
the process approach. Teachers should be able to integrate the theory and practise 
into their beliefs of teaching and the insights gained from the process approach and 
incorporate them all within each other. Therefore, teacher beliefs and attitudes are 
important. Before starting a new program, every teachers’ opinion should be 
evaluated on an individual basis and teachers should be given chance to use a process 
writing approach even if they initially have negative attitudes towards it. Pennington, 
Brock, and Yue (1996) mentioned that based on this awareness of their beliefs and 
attitudes towards a new program, it will be easy for the language teachers to promote 
educational outcomes which are consistent with their own personal characteristics 
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and beliefs. While teachers are becoming aware of their beliefs, at the same time they  
encourage their students to become oriented to the content of instruction according to 
their characteristics and beliefs.  
Conclusion 
Viewing writing as a process is both a theoretical and a methodological 
positioning for writing research, and a starting point for a particular context in which  
new approaches to writing are being sought. Moving from a teaching that focuses 
only on the writing product, to one that views writing as a process, requires a number 
of significant changes for a teacher who subscribes to the traditional model of 
writing, and the process of trying to implement a process writing  program can be a 
difficult one. Because process writing is open to adaptation, it can be used by 
different teachers in a variety of ways, according to the particular context of the 
classrooms. In fact, as the post-process literature reminds us, no approach should 
simply be accepted as it is, or be considered the best approach for every context. 
Every approach can benefit from constant improvement.  
The reasons for teachers’ deciding to use or not to use all or parts of a process 
approach to writing as a pedagogical method in their classrooms logically depend 
upon whether they are convinced that it is advantageous both for their students and 
for the teaching of writing. As the implementation of a new pedagogical approach  
begins with the teachers, it is the most important part of this study to investigate what 
teachers know and understand about the process writing. After teachers’ attitudes and 
knowledge have been explored, more effective measures can be taken to make 
teachers aware of new innovations in the teaching of writing and prepare them for 
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future implementation of some or all aspects of a process writing approach in the 
curriculum.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
This study is a survey which investigates the attitudes and understandings of 
teachers towards using a process writing model in the School of Foreign Languages, 
at Muğla University. In this department, writing is taught as a part of the integrated 
skills based course. The traditional approach of writing, product writing, is currently  
used at the School of Foreign Languages. Since the main purpose of this study is to 
explore the attitudes and understanding of teachers about process writing, it is also 
necessary to first ask whether teachers are at all familiar with process writing. Based 
on the findings, the implementation of a process writing approach might be planned.  
This chapter will present the study participants, the instruments, the procedure and 
the data analysis strategies. 
   Participants 
The data for this survey were collected from questionnaires and interviews 
which were conducted with the help of the 34 EFL teachers at Muğla University. As 
the aim of the study was to explore the attitudes and understandings of teachers 
towards process writing, the only subjects were the teachers in the School of Foreign 
Languages. Thirty four out of 36 participants completed the questionnaire. Among 
the 34 teachers, six participants along with the school director were interviewed. 
The background information about the participants in the questionnaire and 
the interviews is as follows: 
Table 1 
Background Information of Questionnaire Respondents 
Age Below 25 25-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 Above 45 
Nos. of teachers      2     11     11     6      1       3  
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Total years teaching 
experience 
Less 
than 1 
year 
 1- 5  6-10     11-15   16-20  Above 20 
Nos. of teachers     1    10          11      8                    -          4 
 
Qualifications in teaching   BA / BS     MA    PhD  Diploma   programs 
Nos. of Teachers        27       3      1             3 
 
Other schools 
where they have 
taught 
Public / state 
School 
Private 
College 
 University Private 
Courses 
Nowhere 
before 
Nos. of Teachers    20     2       8       2     2 
 
Teaching experience at 
Muğla University 
Less than 1 year 1-5 years  6-10 years  10-15 years 
Nos. of Teachers         3      17      13         1 
 
Instruments 
In this study, two data collection devices were  employed: a questionnaire and  
interviews.  
Questionnaire 
 Questionnaires are important instruments of research and tools for data 
collection. The function of a questionnaire is measurement (Oppenheim, 1992). As 
indicated by Oppenheim (1992), the reasons for using a questionnaire as a research 
instrument are that it requires little time, there is no extended writing, it is easy  to 
process, it makes group comparisons easy and is useful for testing specific 
hypotheses.  
The questionnaire was completed by 34 of the 36 teachers at Muğla 
University, School of Foreign Languages. The teachers were asked to write their 
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names on the questionnaire but the results were used anonymously. The reason for 
writing their names on the questionnaire was that the interviewees were chosen 
according to their responses in the questionnaire. The questionnaires were distributed 
to the teachers on two consecutive days. The questions investigating their actual 
reported writing teaching practices and their general beliefs about writing were given 
on the first day and the questions exploring their attitudes and understandings about 
process writing in particular were distributed to the teachers the following day. By 
dividing the questionnaire into two, it was hoped that a more accurate picture of 
teaching practises could be obtained without possible influence from the 
questionnaire sections on process writing.  
The reason for using a questionnaire was that the number of teachers was too 
large to allow sufficient time for interviews with all of the teachers and also for 
analysis of these interviews. 
The questionnaire items were developed according to the research questions 
and the literature reviewed by the researcher on the various elements of process 
writing approach. While preparing the questions related to the teachers’ actual 
reported writing instruction, the situation at Muğla University, School of Foreign 
Languages was taken into consideration. 
Reasons For the Type of Questions 
The questionnaire (See Appendix A) was made up of three parts. In part A, 
background knowledge of the participants was sought. There were questions asking, 
for example, which schools they had taught at before working at Muğla University, 
their age, qualifications in teaching, total years teaching experience, and how long 
they have been working at Muğla University. Part B was itself made up of two 
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sections. Each section included a scale that was capable of eliciting data on a certain 
aspect of the behaviour being measured, and each scale included a number of 
questions. The first section of part B used Likert Scale type questions to investigate 
teachers’ actual reported teaching practices. Before asking the teachers whether they 
were familiar with the process approach or not, their actual reported teaching 
practices were asked. The main reason for asking about their teaching practices was 
based on a concern that teachers might not be familiar with various terminology 
associated with process writing. By asking about their teaching practises, therefore, 
the researcher sought to uncover whether teachers were perhaps actually applying 
certain elements of a process approach, without being familiar with the term process 
writing. This in fact did turn out to be true in at least one case. The wording of the 
questions was intentionally designed to be clear and free of any process writing 
jargon. For this section, teachers were asked to choose items rated from 5 to1 
(always, often, sometimes, rarely and never) in response to various statements about 
their teaching practices, for example, “ I have students work in pairs or groups to 
prepare a single written text”. It was important that teachers, while checking the 
items, took into consideration what they actually did when teaching writing. In this 
section, teachers answered 23 questions. In the second section of Part B, the 
questionnaire aimed to investigate the attitudes of teachers towards writing. In this 
section, eight Likert scale type questions were used. The respondents responded to a 
series of statements such as “I like teaching writing”, by indicating whether they 
strongly agreed, agreed, were undecided, disagreed or strongly disagreed.   
In part C of the questionnaire, which was given on the second day, there were 
questions on process writing which aimed at directly investigating teachers’ attitudes 
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and understandings of process writing. This part was made up of two sections. The 
first section began with the question “have you ever heard the term process 
writing?”. The participants who answered  “no” did not go on to answer the rest of 
the questionnaire. For those respondents who said “yes” and did continue, they were 
then asked where they had heard the term. For this question they were given several 
options, as well as an open option, and were allowed to tick as many choices as were 
appropriate. In this section, there was also one open-ended question, which aimed at 
investigating their understanding of process writing by asking them to specify all the 
concepts, terms, ideas, and teaching techniques they associated with process writing. 
Question 3 in this section aimed at investigating how much they think they know 
about process writing by asking them to rate their own familiarity on a scale of “a 
lot” to “nothing”. The second section of part C aimed at investigating teachers’ 
attitudes towards process writing. There were  Likert Scale type questions in this 
part. There were 11 questions in this section and the teachers rated the items from 5 
to 1 (strongly agree, agree, don’t know, disagree and strongly disagree). In this 
section, the items covered both the advantages and disadvantages of process writing 
as well as the teachers’ opinions on whether they felt a process approach would be 
appropriate for their specific teaching context.  
Interviews 
The purpose of research interviews is to obtain information and to get 
respondents to express their ideas in their own words. Open-ended questions allow  
the respondents to say what they think in richness and spontaneity. The reasons for 
using interviews is that interviews when compared to questionnaires can help to 
prevent misunderstandings and most importantly, increase the validity and the 
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reliability of the questionnaires (Oppenheim,1992). Interviews also provide a double 
check for the study. Through interviews, the interviewer can obtain information that 
the subject would not reveal under any other circumstances. In general, interviews 
allow much greater depth than questionnaires. The interview questions were 
developed according to the research questions. As the purpose of the interview 
questions were to gather more in-depth information about the process writing 
approach, in particular questions about the teachers’ attitudes and understandings 
towards process writing were developed. Interview questions were also based on the 
particular responses of the teachers from the questionnaire, in order to clarify the 
answers or remarks made on the questionnaire.  
Six teachers and the administrator of the school were interviewed. Questions 
investigating the participants’ understandings of the process model of writing, their 
teaching practices and the writing situation at Muğla University were asked in order 
to gather more in-depth information about their understandings of process writing 
and the context of Muğla University. The interviewees were selected purposefully 
according to the results of the questionnaire. According to their responses, two 
teachers (A1,A2) who reported knowing about process writing and having positive 
views about it, two teachers (B1, B2) who reported knowing about process writing 
but based on some of their responses, appeared to have some misconceptions or 
misunderstandings about process writing, and two teachers (C1, C2) who claimed not 
to know anything about process writing were selected. The administrator of the 
school (D) was interviewed in order to find out his views and understanding of 
process writing because he is going to be the person who will start the change cycle 
in the institution. The main purpose of the interviews was to get more detailed 
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information about the participants’ thoughts and understandings of the process 
writing approach. The background information of the participants who were 
interviewed is as follow: 
Table 2 
Background Information of Interview Participants 
Participant Age Total years in 
teaching 
Qualifications in 
teaching 
Schools they 
have taught 
Teaching 
experience at 
Muğla University 
A1 28 5 years B.A University 2 years 
A2 30 6 years B.A University  6 years 
B1 29 6 years B.A University 6 years 
B2 35 11 years B.A Public/State 
School 
3 years 
C1 41 21 years B.A Public/State 
School 
3 years 
C2 30 9 years B.A University 6 years 
D 37 15 years B.A 
M.A 
Ph.D 
University 10 years 
 
 The language for the interview was English because it is difficult to find the 
Turkish equivalents of the terms used and all the teachers know English. It also made 
comparisons between the teacher questionnaire data easier and helped increase the 
validity of the interview data.  
     Procedures 
 The development of survey and interview questions is a complex one, and 
often one of trial and error. The survey and interview questions have to be developed 
and created and there may be problems with the design or items of the questionnaire 
and interviews, which the researcher himself or herself may not notice. In order to 
overcome these potential deficiencies  in the questionnaire and the interview 
questions and also to make sure that both the questionnaire and interviews work as 
intended, the questionnaire and the interview have to be tried out. This process of 
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redesigning and trying out questions and procedures is usually called pilot work 
(Oppenheim,1992). 
First, the questionnaire was piloted with the MA-TEFL students of Bilkent 
University and the EFL teachers at Hacettepe University. The questionnaire was 
given to the MA-TEFL students on March 27, 2002 and returned the same day. The 
questionnaire was distributed to 10 teachers at Hacettepe University on March 27, 
2002 and returned on April 1, 2002. The interview questions were also piloted with a 
volunteer MA-TEFL student in order to check if they were clear and appropriate. 
According to the feedback of the EFL teachers at Hacettepe University and the MA-
TEFL students, necessary changes in the questionnaire items were made by the 
researcher. The researcher delivered the questionnaire to 36 teachers at Muğla 
University on April 4 and 5, 2002. Before delivering the questionnaire, a meeting 
was arranged with the teachers in order to have full and informed participation of the 
teachers. Out of 36 teachers, 34 teachers completed the questionnaire. The teachers 
answered part A and part B on April 4, and part C on April 5. After getting the 
questionnaire back from the teachers, the researcher analyzed the results and chose 
six teachers among them. Appointments were made with the teachers and the 
administrator before they were interviewed. The researcher tape-recorded all the 
interviews and transcribed them afterwards. Due to the heavy workload of the 
participants, the interviews were carried out over a 3-day period from May 6 to  9.  
Data Analysis 
The data which were collected through the questionnaire required descriptive 
statistics. The Likert Scale type questions were analysed by using frequencies and 
percentages. Then, in order to support these, their chi-squares were calculated by 
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using the Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS). Chi-squares showed the 
distribution of the answers by the participants in the questionnaire and showed  
whether these responses were significant or not. On the questionnaire part C, for 
questions 2, which asked the teachers where they had heard the term process writing, 
and 4, which asked the teachers to list specifically all the concepts / terms /ideas / 
teaching techniques they knew, categorization was used. For these questions, the 
researcher grouped the answers according to the major common points of the 
answers, for example, brainstorming, outlining, drafting.  
In the analysis of interviews, categorisation was again used. The researcher 
looked for patterns that were common in the data. The responses given by the 
teachers and the administrator were grouped according to the content of the questions 
and research questions by the researcher. The interviews aimed at answering the 
following research questions: 
Research Questions: 
1. What are the attitudes and understandings of teachers who work in the 
School of Foreign Languages at Muğla University about process writing? 
2. What are the teachers’ actual reported writing instruction practices? 
3. What are the teachers’ attitudes towards writing? 
The teachers responses were categorised under the following headings;  
• Teachers’ understandings of  different elements of process writing 
• Teachers’ perceptions of process writing 
a. Advantages of process writing 
b. Difficulties / disadvantages of process writing  
c.  Teacher -student interaction 
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• Teachers’ teaching practices of writing. 
• Training 
• Contribution of process writing to the program 
• Teachers’ attitudes towards writing 
The researcher  interpreted  the teachers’ responses based on the data from both the 
questionnaire and the interviews.  
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
The aim of this study was to investigate the attitudes and understandings of 
teachers working at Muğla University, School of Foreign Languages, towards 
process writing. Thirty four teachers including the administrator of the School of 
Foreign Languages participated in the study. Of the 34 teachers who completed and 
returned the questionnaires, six were then chosen to be interviewed, on the basis of 
their responses on the questionnaire. The administrator was also interviewed in order 
to learn in more depth his views and understanding of process writing, because he is 
the person who will make the decision on whether to implement a process writing 
approach in the institutional curriculum. 
The questionnaire consisted of 46 questions and was made up of three parts. 
Part A aimed to investigate the background knowledge of the participants such as 
age, total years teaching experience, their qualifications, and teaching experience at 
Muğla University. Part B and Part C were made up of two sections each. Part B 
section I investigated the teachers’ reported teaching practices of writing and section 
II investigated the teachers’ attitudes towards writing in general. In Part C section I, 
there were  four questions about process writing. In this part teachers were asked 
whether they had heard the term process writing, where they had heard it, and how  
much they knew about process writing. They were then asked to list/specify the 
terms, concepts, ideas they related to process writing. Section II investigated the 
teachers’ attitudes towards process writing. The results for the questionnaires and 
interviews will be presented in the following discussion.  
                   
 45
Data Analysis Procedure 
The questionnaire consisted of 46 questions. Out of 46 questions, 44 were 
analyzed  using descriptive statistics. The Statistical Packages for Social Sciences 
(SPSS) was used to measure  frequencies and chi-squares of each  question. Chi-
square tests were used to support the frequencies and percentages. The remaining  
two questions were analyzed qualitatively using categorization. The distribution of 
the questions on the questionnaire is given in the following table: 
Table 3 
Distribution of Questions on the Questionnaire   
Question 
Types 
Part A- 
Background 
Information 
Part B I- 
Questions 
About 
Teaching 
Experience 
Part BII-
Attitudes of 
Teachers 
About 
Writing 
Part CI-
Attitudes of 
Teachers 
Towards 
Process  
Writing 
Part CII-
Attitudes of 
Teachers  
Towards 
Process 
Writing 
Number of 
Questions 
      7 
 
    23      8      4      11 
 
The interview transcript data were analysed by using categorization. The researcher  
interpreted  the results.         
Data  Analysis 
Questionnaire Part B Section I 
Research Question : What are the teachers’ reported writing instruction practices? 
In the questionnaire Part B section I, the questions aimed to investigate the 
teachers’ reported teaching practices of writing. There were 23 Likert type questions 
in this section. For each question, frequencies and percentages and chi-squares were  
analyzed and the results were interpreted. All 34 questionnaires were completed 
fully, with no missing questions.  
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Table 4 presents Q1, which asks the teachers if they do all the writing 
activities in the book. According to the data, among 34 teachers, 22 (64.7%) of them 
often or always do all the writing activities in the book. The 12 teachers who only 
sometimes or rarely do all the activities make up 17.6% of the total. The results of 
the chi-square were significant for this question at a level of p<.01, showing that it 
can be considered quite common for the teachers to usually do all the writing 
activities in the book.  
Table 4 
Question Relating to Doing Writing Activities In the Book  
Questions Always  Often  Sometimes Rarely Never  χ2 
Q1 5 
(14.7%) 
17 
(50.0%) 
6 
(17.6%) 
6 
(17.6%) 
0 11.412** 
Note.  Q1-  I do all the writing activities in the text book 
            χ2 = Chi-square 
           ** p < .01 
 
Table 5 presents the results for Q2 and Q3, which are about bringing extra 
materials and/or authentic materials into the class. As shown in table 5, the number 
of teachers who bring into class extra materials and/or authentic materials from 
outside sources such as newspapers and magazines is quite negligible.  
Table 5 
Questions Relating to Bringing Materials In to Class 
Questions Always  Often  sometimes Rarely Never χ2 
Q2 2 
(5.9%) 
5 
(14.7%) 
2 
(5.9%) 
17 
(50.0%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
22.765** 
Q3  2 
(5.9%) 
3 
(8.8%) 
5 
(14.7%) 
12 
(35.3%) 
12 
(35.3%) 
13.941** 
Note.  Q2. For writing tasks, I bring into class extra materials ( e.g., from the Internet, other books).  
           Q3. For writing tasks, I bring into class authentic materials (e.g., newspapers, magazines 
            χ2 = Chi-square 
            ** p < .01   
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According to the responses to questions 2 and 3, more than 70% of the 
teachers report that they rarely or never bring extra materials or authentic materials 
into class for writing tasks and only a small minority (9 for question 2 and 10 for 
question 3) reported even sometimes bringing extra materials or authentic materials 
for writing tasks into the class. The results of the chi-square analysis were significant 
for questions 2 and 3 at a level of  p < .01.  
Table 6 presents the results for Q 4, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, Q9, Q10, Q11, Q13, 
Q15, and Q16 which are about pre-writing classroom activities. The data show that 
in general, most of the teachers do all the activities covered in questions 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
9, 10,11, 13,15, and 16 before having their students actually start to write.  
The numbers of teachers who do all these activities in these questions have slight 
variations, but in general suggest that the teachers try to use activities designed to 
motivate and prepare their students for the writing task before having the students  
begin to write. Curiously perhaps, even though the teachers do not simply let their 
students start writing without warm up or preparation activities, in the interviews, all 
the teachers mentioned students’ unwillingness and lack of motivation.    
The questionnaire data show that the teachers first tend to present a writing 
model, give suggestions and advice to the students about how to organize their ideas, 
prepare activities to help in generating ideas and provide input about the topic, and 
have the students work in groups or in pairs in order to get ideas from each other and 
brainstorm about the topic. The results of a chi-square analysis were significant for 
questions 4, 5, 8, 9, and 11 at a level of p < .01 which means that there are significant 
differences among the answers teachers gave to these questions, in this case 
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indicating that the teachers always or often do these activities. The results of the chi-
square analysis were significant for question 6 at a level of  p < .05.   
Table 6 
Questions Relating to Pre-writing Activities 
Questions Always  Often  Sometimes Rarely Never χ2  
Q4 10 
(29.4%) 
14 
(41.2%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
19.235** 
Q5 20 
(58.8%) 
6 
(17.6%) 
6 
(17.6%) 
0 2 
(5.9%) 
22.000** 
Q6 12 
(35.3%) 
12 
(35.3%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
0 2 
(5.9%) 
7.882* 
Q7 7 
(20.6%) 
11 
(32.4%) 
5 
(14.7%) 
7 
(20.6%) 
4 
(11.8%) 
4.235 
Q8 3 
(8.8%) 
13 
(38.2%) 
12 
(35.3%) 
5 
(14.7%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
17.176** 
Q9 6 
(17.6%) 
15 
(44.1%) 
5 
(14.7%) 
7 
(20.6%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
15.412** 
Q10 3 
(8.8%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
12 
(35.3%) 
9 
(26.5%) 
2 
(5.9%) 
10.412* 
Q11 11 
(32.4%) 
14 
(41.2%) 
5 
(14.7%) 
3 
(8.8%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
17.765** 
Q13 7 
(20.6%) 
4 
(11.8%) 
9 
(26.5%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
6 
(17.6%) 
2.176 
Q15 9 
(26.5%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
6.294 
Q16 10 
(29.4%) 
9 
(26.5%) 
9 
(26.5%) 
5 
(14.7%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
8.353 
Note.  Q4- I present a writing  model to the classroom before students start to write. 
           Q5-  I help students by giving suggestions and advice about how to organize their ideas. 
Q6-  I provide input to generate ideas about the topic (e.g. write about your most memorable    
summer holiday) and type of the writing (e.g., narrative) before  the students start to 
write. 
Q7- I have students work in groups of two or more  for pre-writing tasks (e.g., brainstorming, 
outlining). 
Q8- I have students work in pairs or groups to prepare a single written text. 
Q9- I have students get ideas from each other before starting to write. 
Q10- Before students start writing, I have my students spend time researching about the writing   
topic. 
Q11- Before they start writing, I have my students spend time thinking about the writing topic. 
Q13- Before doing any actual writing, I have my students develop an outline. 
Q15- I encourage my students to brainstorm about the writing topic before doing any actual  
writing. 
Q16- Before doing any actual writing, I have my students plan what they are going to write 
 χ2 = Chi-square 
             * p < .05    ** p < .01 
 
 49
In question 6, which is about teachers providing input to generate ideas about 
the topic and type of writing before the students start to write, there were two 
teachers who reported never providing input to generate ideas about the topic, 
whereas the number of teachers who sometimes, often, and always provide input  to 
generate ideas about the topic is 94.1%. Similar, though non-significant results were 
found for questions 7, 13,15, and 16. For question 13, in which more than half of the 
teachers report at least sometimes doing outlining activities, the responses are  in 
contrast with the interview data, in which the teachers stated that they did not often 
do outlining.  
Table 7 presents the responses to questions 12 and17, which ask the teachers 
whether they have students concentrate on content or on grammatical structures, 
spelling, and punctuation when they write and whether, when giving feedback on 
students’ writings, they try to correct all their grammatical errors or not.   
Table 7 
Questions Relating to Grammar In Writing 
Questions Always  Often  sometimes Rarely never χ2  
Q12 5 
(14.7%) 
15 
(44.1%) 
9 
(26.5%) 
4 
(11.8%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
17.176** 
Q17 9 
(26.5%) 
9 
(26.5%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
6 
(17.6%) 
2 
(5.9%) 
5.118 
Note. Q12- I encourage students to concentrate on content  rather than on grammatical structures,               
spelling and punctuation when they write. 
         Q17- When I give feedback on students’ writing, I try to correct all their grammatical errors. 
         χ2 = Chi-square 
           ** p < .01 
 
Twenty nine teachers (85.3%), stated that they at least sometimes encourage   
students to concentrate on content rather than on grammatical structures, spelling or 
punctuation when they write, suggesting that overall, what the students write and 
how they express themselves is more important to the teachers than grammar, 
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spelling and punctuation. The results of the chi-square were significant for question 
12 at a level of p< .01. Although  it seems that teachers encourage their students to 
concentrate on content rather than on grammatical structures spelling and 
punctuation when they write, their responses to this question seem to be in conflict 
with those on question 17, which is about correcting all the students’ grammatical 
errors when giving feedback on students’ writing. It can be assumed perhaps that 
what the teachers try to do, and what they actually do, is in contrast with each other.  
Table 8 presents the results for Q14, which is about writing drafts. The 
majority of teachers (64.7%) report that they rarely or never have their students write 
more than one draft of their work. The results of the chi-square analysis were 
significant for question 14 at a level of  p< .05. Nearly two-thirds of the teachers  
(64.7%) have their students generally write only one draft of their work, and this 
draft becomes the final product of their work. 
Table 8 
Question Relating to Drafting  
Questions Always  Often  Sometimes Rarely Never χ2  
Q14 4 
(11.8%) 
2 
(5.9%) 
6 
(17.6%) 
13 
(38.2%) 
9 
(26.5%) 
11.000* 
Note. Q14- I have my students write more than one draft of their work. 
        χ2  = Chi-square 
          * p < .05  
  
   When the teachers were asked in the interviews whether they had their 
students write drafts or not, the responses the teachers gave were exactly the same as 
the responses on the questionnaire. The reason for this tendency seems to be that the 
teachers feel they do not have enough time to have their students write more than one 
draft because of the tightly scheduled curriculum.   
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Table 9 presents the results for Q18 and Q19, which are about teacher 
feedback or peer feedback. The results of the chi-square analysis were significant for 
question 18 at a level of p< .01. Question 18 shows that peer feedback appears to be 
rarely used, instead, commenting on students’ writing is apparently done by the 
teachers only. This seems to be true for editing also. In question 18, the largest group 
of respondents (73.5%) report that they either rarely or never have their students 
make written comments on each other’s papers, while only about a quarter of them 
report that at least sometimes they have their students make written comments on 
each other’s papers. Non-significant results were found for question 19, showing a 
fairly even distribution of responses to the questions of whether they have their 
students correct each others’ punctuation, spelling, and grammar. 
Table 9 
Questions Relating to Teacher / Student Feedback 
Questions Always  Often  sometimes rarely never χ2  
Q18 2 
(5.9%) 
3 
(8.8%) 
4 
(11.8%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
17 
(50.0%) 
22.176** 
Q19 2 
(5.9%) 
4 
(11.8%) 
10 
(29.4%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
10 
(29.4%) 
7.765 
Note.  Q18- I have my students make written comments on each other’s drafts. 
           Q19- I have my students correct each other’s punctuation, spelling, and grammar mistakes 
          χ2 = Chi-square 
           ** p < .01 
 
Table 10 presents the results for Q20, Q21, Q22, and Q23, which are about 
the assessment of papers. While assessing student papers, the teachers reported that 
they concentrated equally on grammar, content, and organization. The teachers’ main 
concern is reportedly not on grammar when grading students’ papers yet this finding 
is in apparent conflict with the teachers’ responses to question 17, which was about 
correcting grammatical mistakes when giving feedback. 
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Table 10 
Questions Relating to the Assessment of  Papers 
Questions Always  Often  Sometimes Rarely Never χ2  
Q20 1 
(2.9%) 
3 
(8.8%) 
7 
(20.6%) 
12 
(35.3%) 
11 
(32.4%) 
13.647** 
Q21 6 
(17.6%) 
15 
(44.1%) 
8 
(23.5%) 
2 
(5.9%) 
3 
(8.8%) 
15.706** 
Q22 1 
(2.9%) 
10 
(29.4%) 
13 
(38.2%) 
7 
(20.6%) 
3 
(8.8%) 
14.235** 
Q23 1 
(2.9%) 
10 
(29.4%) 
13 
(38.2%) 
7 
(20.6%) 
3 
(8.8%) 
8.647 
Note. Q20- When I grade students’ papers, I concentrate mainly on grammar. 
          Q21- When I grade students’ papers, I concentrate mainly on content (the message they are 
trying to convey). 
          Q22- When I grade students’ papers, I concentrate mainly on organization (e.g,  paragraphs, 
rhetorical structures like argument, persuasive, descriptive). 
          Q23- When I grade students’ papers, I concentrate equally on grammar, content and 
organization.  
        χ2 = Chi-square 
          ** p < .01 
  
The reason for this may be that while giving feedback they want the students to see 
their grammatical mistakes but while assessing the writings, because there are a 
substantial number of grammatical mistakes, they do not want the students to become 
discouraged or to place too much emphasis on grammatical mistakes. The results of 
the chi-square were significant for questions 20, 21, and 22 at a level of p< .01. A 
non-significant result was found for question 23. 
Questionnaire Part B Section II 
 
Research Question: What are the teachers’ attitudes towards writing? 
In the questionnaire, Part B Section II aimed to investigate teachers’ attitudes 
towards writing. There were eight Likert type questions in this section. For each 
question, in order to understand teachers’ attitudes towards writing, frequencies and 
percentages and chi-squares were analyzed and the results were interpreted 
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Table 11 presents the results for  Q1, Q2, and Q3 which are about teachers’ 
attitudes towards writing and the teaching of writing. Even though the teachers are 
not sure whether they like teaching writing or not, their attitudes towards writing in 
general are more decisively positive. Although the teachers are quite indecisive about 
teaching writing, the responses in question 2 reveals that nearly two-thirds of 
teachers like to write. For question 1 the reasons for teachers being undecided about 
whether they like teaching writing or not may be connected to something revealed in 
the interviews, namely the teachers’ feelings that students are not interested in 
writing and lack motivation to write. The results of the chi-square were significant 
for question 1 at a level of p< .01, which, looking at the distribution of the answers, 
means that the majority of teachers either agree or are undecided whether they like 
teaching writing. The teachers seem more strongly positive about writing in general, 
but non-significant results were found for question 2 due in part to the fact that no 
one selected the “strongly disagree” option. 
Table 11  
Questions Relating to Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Writing and the Teaching of 
Writing 
Question Strongly 
agree 
Agree Undecided disagree Strongly 
disagree 
   χ2  
Q1 5 
(14.7%) 
12 
(35.3%) 
12 
(35.3%) 
3 
(8.8%) 
2 
(5.9%) 
13.941** 
Q2 7 
(20.6%) 
15 
(44.1%) 
5 
(14.7%) 
7 
(20.6%) 
0 6.941 
Q3 14 
(41.2%) 
12 
(35.3%) 
3 
(8.8%) 
4 
(11.8%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
19.824** 
Note. Q1- I like teaching writing. 
          Q2- I like to write 
          Q3- Teaching writing is more difficult in  comparison  to listening, speaking, and reading. 
         χ2 := Chi-square 
          ** p < .01 
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Out of 34 teachers, 26 of them either strongly agreed or agreed that teaching 
writing is more difficult in comparison to teaching listening, speaking or reading. 
The reasons for such a result may be that writing in English and writing in Turkish 
differ from each other quite dramatically. Moreover, the students have very little 
experience writing even in Turkish. The results of the chi-square were significant for 
question 3 at a level of p< .01, which means that the majority of teachers strongly 
agree that teaching writing is more difficult when compared with instruction in the 
other three skills.  
Table 12 presents the results for Q4 and Q5, which investigate teachers’ 
attitudes about students’ attitudes towards writing. The majority of the respondents 
(67.7%) agreed with the statement that students are not interested in writing.  
Table 12 
Questions Relating to Teachers’ Ideas About Students’ Attitudes Towards Writing  
Question Strongly 
agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 
   χ2  
Q4 14 
(41.2%) 
9 
(26.5%) 
6 
(17.6%) 
4 
(11.8%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
14.529** 
Q5 20 
(58.8%) 
11 
(32.4%) 
2 
(5.9%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
0 27.882** 
Note. Q4- In my opinion, students are not interested in writing. 
          Q5- In my opinion, students find it difficult to express themselves in writing. 
           χ2 = Chi-square   
          ** p < .01 
 
The results of the chi-square were significant for this question at a level of p< .01. In 
the interviews the participants also stated that the students were not interested in 
writing. For question 5, nearly all teachers, except three, agreed that students found it 
difficult to express themselves in writing. As the teachers reported in question 4 and 
in the interviews, students find it very difficult to write and this may be the reason for 
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their not being interested in writing. The results of the chi-square were significant for 
question 5 at a level of p< .01. 
Table 13 presents the results for Q11 which asks the teachers whether 
instruction is essential in writing or not.  
Table 13 
Question Relating to Instruction In Writing 
Question Strongly 
agree 
Agree undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 
    χ2  
Q6 19 
(55.9%) 
12 
(35.3%) 
2 
(5.9%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
0 26.000** 
Note. Q6- Instruction is essential  to writing. 
          χ2 = Chi-square 
          ** p < .01 
 
Again, all teachers except three, agreed that instruction was essential in 
learning how to write. The results of the chi-square were significant for question 3 at 
a level of p< .01.  
Table 14 presents the results for Q7 which is about teachers being good 
writers in order to be able to teach writing. Out of 34 teachers, 14 of them strongly 
agreed and five agreed that teachers needed to be good writers themselves in order to 
be able to teach writing.  
Table 14 
Question  Relating to Teachers’ Ideas of Themselves as Writer 
Question Strongly 
agree 
Agree undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 
    χ2  
Q7 14 
(41.2%) 
5 
(14.7%) 
11 
(32.4%) 
3 
(8.8%) 
1 
(2.9%) 
17.765** 
Note. Q7- Teachers’ need to be good writers themselves in order to be able to teach writing. 
          χ2 = Chi-square 
          ** p < .01 
 
However, 11 teachers stated that they were undecided as to whether teachers needed 
to be good writers themselves in order to be able to teach writing or not. The results 
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of the chi-square were significant for question 7 at a level of p< .01 which mean that 
the majority of teachers strongly agree that they need to be good writers in order to 
teach writing. 
Table 15 shows the results for Q13 which aims at discovering whether the 
teachers feel that learning to write requires more time than listening, speaking, and 
reading.  
Table 15 
Question Relating to Learning Writing When Compared to Other Skills 
Question Strongly 
agree 
Agree Undecided disagree Strongly 
disagree 
    χ2  
Q8 16 
(47.1%) 
11 
(32.4%) 
5 
(14.7%) 
2 
(5.9%) 
0 13.765** 
Note. Q8-Learning to write requires more time than listening, speaking, and reading. 
           χ2 = Chi-square 
           ** p < .01 
 
Nearly all teachers, except five who were undecided and two who disagreed, 
agreed that learning to write required more time than listening, speaking, and 
reading. It can be assumed that it is difficult to put ideas together when writing in L2, 
again possibly relating to the students’ lack of training in writing even in their L1, 
and the students therefore need time to write. The results of the chi-square were 
significant for question 3 at a level of p< .01.  
In this section of questionnaires, according to the results, it can be said that 
teachers’ attitudes towards writing are generally positive whereas teachers believe 
that students’ attitudes towards writing are negative. The majority of teachers stated 
that their students were not interested in writing. The teachers also reported that 
instruction had an important role in writing, which they generally see as a more 
difficult skill to acquire than the others.  
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Questionnaire  Part C Section I 
             Research Question : What are the teacher’s attitudes and understandings 
towards process writing ? 
  Part C Section I of the questionnaire aimed to investigate teachers’ attitudes 
towards process writing in particular. There were four questions in this section. 
Question 1 was a yes / no question which asked the teachers if they had ever heard 
the term process writing. Question 2 asked where they had heard the tem process 
writing and the participants could choose more than one option. Question 3 aimed to 
investigate how much teachers knew about process writing and was related to 
Question 1. Question 4 aimed to investigate teachers’ understanding of process 
writing. Questions 1 and 3 were analyzed quantitatively using frequencies and 
percentages. Questions 2 and 4 were analyzed qualitatively.  
 In this section of the questionnaire the number of teachers participating in the 
questionnaire decreased because the teachers who wrote that they did not know 
anything about process writing stopped answering the questionnaire. In this section, 
21 out of 34 teachers, completed fully and returned the questionnaire. Thirteen 
teachers reported never having heard the term, and did not, therefore participate in 
this section of the questionnaire. 
Question 2 
Where did you hear the term process writing? 
  The remaining 21 teachers were asked where they had heard the term process 
writing and were allowed to select more than one option for this question. Eight 
teachers reported having heard it from a colleague, 11 teachers from a 
workshop/training program, nine from published materials, seven from a school 
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where they worked before, and four from other sources, which can be named as the 
university they graduated from. In general, all the teachers had heard the term  
“process writing” either from their school environments or as a result of their own 
individual efforts, such as from attending workshops or keeping abreast of 
professional developments in their field through published materials. 
Table 16 shows the results revealed from question 3 which is about how 
much the teachers felt they knew about process writing. Out of the 21 teachers who 
reported having heard the term process writing, only two reported knowing a lot 
about process writing. Nearly half of them responded that they knew “ some” or “a 
little” about process writing (47.6%), and the remaining nine teachers (42.9%) 
reported that they knew very little about process writing. Although approximately 
two thirds of the teachers responded affirmatively to having heard of process writing, 
question 3 shows that these teachers’ self assessment of their familiarity with process 
writing is in general quite limited.  
Table 16 
Question Relating to Teachers’ Degree of Familiarity With Process Writing 
Question A lot Some A little Very 
little 
Nothing     χ2  
Q3 2 
(9.5%) 
5 
(23.8%) 
5 
(23.8%) 
9 
(42.9%) 
0 4.714 
Note. Q3- How much do you think you know about process writing? 
       χ2 = Chi-square 
 
Question Relating to Teachers’ Understandings of Process Writing  
Question 4 asked the teachers to list specifically all the concepts/ 
terms/ideas/teaching techniques that they associated with the term process writing. 
The aim of question 4 was to try and get a picture of the breadth of the teachers’ 
understandings about process writing. The data results reveal that they knew a fair 
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amount about process writing in the sense that they were able to list several concepts 
and practices associated with it. Only four teachers out of the 21 did not answer this 
question, although they had responded “yes” to question 1, indicating that they had 
heard the term. It can be assumed that due to their limited familiarity, these four 
teachers do not know specific concepts to associate with process writing.  
Among the concepts listed, it is also interesting to note that some are not 
generally associated with process writing. This shows that some of the teachers have 
misconceptions/misunderstandings about process writing, and therefore listed 
concepts which are not considered as elements of process writing. Among these 
misunderstandings, the teachers listed “making charts”, “prompts”, “teaching writing 
step by step”- which is explained as “knowing sentence writing, then paragraph, and 
an essay”. Other listed concepts such as “taking notes”, “using background and 
cultural background of students” could  conceivably be a part of process writing but 
without further elaboration it cannot be known whether teachers are accurately  
associating these concepts with process writing or not. The existence of some 
misconceptions seems to go along with their fairly low self assessments of their 
familiarity with the concept. 
 The majority of the teachers have some ideas about pre-writing activities of 
process writing, which they list as “brainstorming”, “outlining”, and “planning”. 
Many teachers also added “drafting” in their lists. Only two of the teachers list peer 
feedback, editing or revising . The same two teachers give detailed information about 
the concepts they list. For example, one of these teachers writes:    
  Pre-writing activities (brainstorming, warm up, preparing 
students for the writing task, outlining) 
  While writing activities: Students write their ideas, first draft 
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   Post-writing activities: Students check each other’s writings 
and give it back to the students. Students correct their 
mistakes and hand in the second draft. The process continues 
until the students write the ideal paragraph or essay. In 
process writing, there are steps to be followed. It is more 
time consuming but more effective (T1). 
 
Although only two of the teachers give such detailed information about 
the concepts, terms, and ideas related to process writing, it should be noted that 
the question prompt only asked them to list the concepts. 
Questionnaire Part C Section II 
 Research Question : What are the teachers’ attitudes and understandings 
about process writing? 
 Questionnaire Part C Section II sought  to investigate teachers’ attitudes 
about process writing. Part C Section II is made up of 11 Likert-Scale type questions.  
Table 17 presents the results for Q1and Q2 which aim at investigating the 
teachers’ ideas about using process writing both in their own classroom and the 
institution. Of the 21 teachers answering this part of the questionnaire, nine teachers 
stated that they did not know whether they should use process writing in their 
institution but 12 were in overall agreement that it would be a good idea. Question 1 
shows that while many teachers are not sure about using process writing in their 
institution, none of them expressed open disagreement to the prospect. Recalling 
their responses to an earlier question, most of the teachers reported knowing only “a 
little” about process writing. The teachers’ unfamiliarity with process writing may be 
affecting their indecisiveness over whether they should use it or not. Some of the 
teachers know process writing as a term only but have not practised it before. This 
too is likely making them undecided about whether to use it or not in the institution. 
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In fact, the results are quite positive, since no one disagreed outright with the idea of 
using process writing in their institution.  
Table 17  
Questions Relating to the Practice of Process Writing 
Question Strongly 
agree 
Agree don’t 
know 
disagree Strongly 
disagree 
   χ2  
Q1 5 
(23.8%) 
7 
(33.3%) 
9 
(42.9%) 
0 0 1.143 
Q2 6 
(28.6%) 
10 
(47.6%) 
4 
(19.0%) 
1 
(4.8%) 
0 8.143* 
Note. Q1- We should use process writing in our department. 
          Q2- I would like to teach writing using a process model of writing. 
        χ2 = Chi-square 
          * p < .05 
 
Contrary to question 1, in question 2 teachers were more decisive in their 
positive responses about personally wanting to use a process writing approach to 
teach writing. Sixteen teachers (76.2%) either agreed or strongly agreed that they 
would like to teach writing using a process model of writing. The results of the chi-
square were significant for question 2 at a level of p< .05. 
The reason for the teachers’ personal desire to use process writing in their 
own classes might be that the teachers want to learn about process writing first and 
apply it in their classes while they are being trained. After applying it in their classes 
and seeing the possible outcomes of process writing, the teachers would feel more 
comfortable about recommending its usage officially in the institution.  
Table 18 presents  the results for  Q3, Q5, Q7, Q8, and Q9 which all relate to 
advantages of process writing. The majority of the respondents agreed that process 
writing was effective for students’ writing and that it would contribute to the 
students’ writing. The teachers seem to believe that the students may find it easier to 
express themselves if they are taught writing via a process writing approach. 
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Table 18 
Questions Relating to the Advantages of Process Writing 
Question Strongly 
agree 
Agree don’t 
know 
Disagree Strongly 
disagree 
   χ2  
Q3 4 
(19.0%) 
11 
(52.4%) 
4 
(19.0%) 
2 
(9.5%) 
0 8.905* 
Q5 10 
(47.6%) 
9 
(42.9%) 
2 
(9.5%) 
0 0 5.429 
Q7 7 
(33.3%) 
11 
(52.4%) 
3 
(14.3%) 
0 0 4.571* 
Q8 4 
(19.0%) 
12 
(57.1%) 
4 
(19.0%) 
1 
(4.8%) 
0 12.714** 
Q9 4 
(19.0%) 
10 
(47.6%) 
6 
(28.6%) 
1 
(4.8%) 
0 8.143* 
Note. Q3- Process writing would help our students to be better writers. 
          Q5- Process writing helps students to have better developed and better organized essays. 
          Q7- Process writing helps students to form more coherent paragraphs 
          Q8- Process writing would have a positive impact on teacher-student relations. 
          Q9- Process writing would have a positive impact on student-student relations. 
          χ2 = Chi-square 
          * p < .05   ** p < .01 
 
The results of these questions were similar to the results of the research done 
by Zamel (1985) and Pennington (1995) which revealed that students expressed 
themselves better by using this approach. In the interviews, the interviewees also 
reported that  they thought process writing would be useful for their students, that it 
would  increase the collaboration between the teachers and students, and that, in 
general, it would contribute to writing lessons in their institution. The results of the 
chi-square were significant for question 8 at a level of p< .01 which means that a 
significant number of teachers felt that process writing would have a positive impact 
on the teacher-student relationship. The results of the chi-square were significant for 
questions 3, 7, and 9 at a level of p< .05.  
Table 19 presents the results for Q 4, Q6, Q10, and Q11 which are about the 
disadvantages of process writing. A small majority of the respondents (52.4%) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed that process writing was time consuming.  
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Table 19 
Questions Relating to the Disadvantages of Process Writing 
Questions Strongly 
agree 
Agree don’t 
know 
Disagree Strongly 
disagree 
   χ2  
Q4 3 
(14.3%) 
2 
(9.5%) 
5 
(23.8%) 
8 
(38.1%) 
3 
(14.3%) 
5.429 
Q6 3 
(14.3%) 
9 
(42.9%) 
6 
(28.6%) 
2 
(4.8%) 
1 
(9.5%) 
10.190* 
Q10 2 
(9.5%) 
4 
(19.0%) 
8 
(38.1%) 
6 
(28.6%) 
1 
(4.8%) 
7.810 
Q11 5 
(23.8%) 
4 
(19.0%) 
4 
(19.0%) 
5 
(23.8%) 
3 
(14.3%) 
.667 
Note. Q4- Process writing is time consuming. 
          Q6- My students are not proficient enough to give valid feedback on their peers’ works. 
          Q10-Process writing is not appropriate for L2 learners who still have big problems with 
grammar. 
          Q11- Process writing brings extra workload on teachers. 
           χ2 = Chi-square 
           *  p < .05 
 
Of course, the wide disparity in the results to Q4 need to be interpreted in 
light of the fact that most of the teachers have never actually used process writing in 
their classes and cannot know whether process writing is indeed time consuming or 
not. Interestingly, in the interviews, all the teachers approached the disadvantages of 
process writing in terms of time, all mentioning that it took time. Presumably, 
considering their own students’ proficiency levels while answering questions 6 and 
10, the majority of the respondents reported that they did not know  whether their 
students could give valid feedback on their peers’ works or whether process writing 
is appropriate for L2 learners who have big problems with grammar. The reason for 
this unsure response is again logically that the majority of the respondents have not 
practised using process writing. The results of the chi-square were significant for 
question 6 at a level of p< .05. Non-significant results, however were found for 
question 10 and the results given to question 11 are also very evenly distributed. 
Again, we can assume that the teachers are not sure whether process writing brings 
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an extra workload on teachers or not because of not having applied it in their own 
writing classes yet.  
Summary  
Forty six questions were analyzed qualitatively and quantitatively. Twenty 
one out of 34 teachers reported having heard the term process writing. In terms of 
writing instruction practices, the questionnaire responses show that nearly two-thirds 
of the teachers use at least some steps of process writing (e.g; pre-writing activities) 
in their classes but they may not know that these steps are associated with the process 
writing approach.  
Twenty one teachers who responded that they have heard the term process 
writing seem to have some misconceptions and misunderstandings of what process 
writing is.The information about teachers’ having misconceptions/misunderstandings 
is gathered from Q4 which asked them to list the concepts term / ideas/ related with 
process writing. The teachers’ know very little or some about process writing which 
show their familiarity with it.  
Although the teachers have not for the most part practised teaching writing 
consciously using a process writing approach, they seem to believe in its overall 
effectiveness and its usefulness for helping students to write more organized and 
coherent paragraphs. The teachers also report believing that process writing may 
increase the collaboration between students and teachers.  
Interviews 
 The interview questions (See Appendix B) were prepared according to the 
items of the questionnaire in order to obtain more detailed information and to get 
respondents to express their ideas in their own words. The interview consisted  of 17 
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questions. The questions involved the teaching practices of teachers at Muğla 
University, the general writing situation at Muğla University, and the understandings 
and attitudes of the teachers towards process writing. 
 Questions 1, 2, 9, 11, 12,13,14, and 15 investigated the interviewees’ 
teaching practices of writing. Questions 2, 3, 4,5, 10, 16, and 17 investigated  the 
interviewees’ understandings and attitudes towards process writing. Questions 6 and 
9 investigated the general writing situation at Muğla University. 
 Seven  teachers were interviewed. The interviewees were selected 
purposefully according to the results of the questionnaire. According to their 
responses, two teachers who knew about process writing and had positive views 
about it, two teachers who knew about process writing but seemed to have 
misconceptions or misunderstandings about process writing, and two teachers who 
claimed not to know anything about process writing were selected. The administrator 
of the school was also interviewed in order to find out his views and understanding 
of process writing. 
 The interviews were analyzed qualitatively. The responses of the 
interviewees were categorised under six headings. These four headings were chosen 
according to the research questions which are given as follows: 
Research Questions: 
1. What are the teachers’ attitudes and understandings about process writing? 
2. What are the teachers’ reported writing instruction practices?  
3. What are the teachers’ attitudes towards writing? 
For the sake of clarity, the teachers who were interviewed, were given codes 
in the presentation. These codes are A1 and A2 (for the two teachers who knew 
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about process writing and had positive views), B1 and B2 ( for the two teachers who 
reported knowing about process writing but seemed to have misunderstandings 
/misconceptions about it), and C1and C2 (for the two teachers who did not know 
about process writing). D is used to refer to the school administrator. 
The categories can be listed under the following headings; 
• Teachers’ understandings of  different elements of process writing 
• Teachers’ perceptions of process writing 
a. Advantages of process writing 
b. Difficulties/disadvantages of process writing  
c. Teacher -student interaction 
• Teachers’ teaching practices of writing 
• Training 
• Contribution of process writing to the program 
• Teachers’ attitudes towards writing 
Analysis of Interviews 
Teachers’ Understanding of Different Elements of Process Writing 
Unsurprisingly, five of the interviewees (A1, A2, B1, B2, and D) did indeed 
have some understandings about what process writing is. In the questionnaire, these 
four teachers had rated their own degree of familiarity with the concept as “some” or 
“very little”. This very general idea about process writing comes through in the 
interviews. 
When asked to explain what process writing is, A1 responded:  
Writing is not an end in itself. It is an ongoing process. You can 
not say that “today this is our topic. Let’s write it”. It is wrong. 
You have to prepare the students to the writing task. 
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Or as another teacher reported: 
This kind of writing begins with brainstorming. Step by step, 
getting general knowledge about topic, drafting, elaborating on 
their mistakes, correcting their mistakes, giving feedback. (A2) 
 
As it is seen from the comments of these teachers, they consider process writing not 
only as a finished product but as a process, moving back and forth between the 
teacher and the students. They also focus on the “process” of teacher involvement in 
student writing, in the sense of thoroughly preparing them, and giving them 
feedback.   
The teachers were able to express themselves clearly when they were asked 
about pre-writing activities and drafting.  
In the words of participant A1: 
By pre-writing activities I mean giving time to get ideas for 
the writing topic, organizing their ideas, brainstorming, 
forming an outline, and having them write their first drafts.  
 
In the words of  participant B2: 
Before students start to write, they talk about the writing 
topic, read about the topic and have some information about 
the topic, ask question to each other, outline and plan what 
they are going to write.  
 
Or as another participant stated: 
 Before I ask the students to write, I ask them to think about 
the writing topic and make  an outline about what they are 
going to put in their paragraphs. I ask them to think about the 
introduction, development, and conclusion, make a plan and 
write it down. I  also have them do brainstorming by 
speaking, giving guidelines, and using the suggestions in the 
book (B1). 
 
In other words, the teachers in different words are expressing the same concepts 
associated with pre-writing activities. The teachers are saying that they have 
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their students generate ideas, brainstorm, outline, and plan before getting them 
to start writing. 
Most of the teachers are also aware of the element of drafting in process 
writing, though they may not actually practice it in class. In the words of 
participant A2: 
 I try to ask the students to rewrite, but not very often because 
of the time constraint.  
 
Or as another participant stated: 
I do not have them write drafts now. But when I was teaching 
Double Take, I had them write drafts. They wrote drafts, let 
their partners edit their drafts, hand in their drafts, and I 
corrected their drafts corrected by their peers. The students 
wrote it for the second time by developing it. I had them write 
two drafts (B1).  
 
The teachers also indicated the importance of peer feedback and, editing. 
They especially pointed out the importance of these concepts when they were 
asked the reason for using them. In the words of participant D: 
 I believe in effectiveness of peer feedback because students 
learn from each other.   
 
Or as participant C2 stated: 
The students are interested in their friends’ mistakes. They 
want to learn new ideas. They will get used to it. If we do not 
correct their papers and give enough feedback, they will not 
be interested in writing. 
 
The teachers agree that peer feedback and editing are important for the 
students in terms of learning from each other and gaining confidence. The students, 
by seeing their mistakes, become aware of the points missing in their words, and they 
try to correct them. While doing this, their writings become better. 
 69
Two teachers (C1 and C2) had reported in the questionnaire not having heard 
the term process writing. During the interview, it was revealed that C2 had in fact 
used the elements of process writing in the past with her students at Anatolian High 
Schools but simply  did not know that this kind of writing was called “process 
writing”. However, C1 stated that she had never heard or used a process writing 
approach in her writing classes. 
Teachers’ Perceptions of Process Writing 
Advantages of Process Writing 
All the teachers believed that both themselves and the students could benefit 
from process writing. They explained that for the students they would learn how to 
express themselves by going through certain stages. In the words of participant A2: 
The students could benefit from process writing. It is really 
important to get ready and do the writing through certain 
organization. We could achieve it by using process writing 
and also it would be a kind of development for the students. 
 
In the words of participant A1: 
It is useful for the students.  The students may get bored 
because of dealing with the same topic over and over but they 
understand that it is useful for them. They also themselves see 
that their writings are improving at each stage.  
 
In the words of participant D: 
Yes, we could benefit from it. Process writing gives students 
awareness of structures and sense of writing. Process writing 
improves writing skill. Students can overcome fears and 
doubts about writing. They can understand how to write and 
see it as an easy skill.  
 
In the words of participant B2: 
The students learn how to express themselves and how to 
write.   
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As understood from the teachers’ comments, the teachers believe that the 
students will benefit from process writing, which confirms the findings of Diaz 
(1985) and Hildebrand (1985). Both of those researchers stated that the process-
oriented class gave students confidence and awareness about the writing process. As 
Zamel (1987) pointed out in process writing classes, the students feel as though they 
are writers and they are encouraged to take risks and create meaning with the 
teachers giving suggestions and advice. 
Difficulties / Disadvantages of Process Writing 
Mainly, the difficulties / disadvantages of process writing are approached  
from the students’ perspective more than teachers’. Only two teachers approached it 
from teachers’ perspective. Several teachers referred to problems of student 
boredom. They stated that students might get bored while going through all the 
stages. As participant A1 stated: 
The students write at least two drafts. If I ask them write more 
than two drafts they can get bored. They may say that I have 
already written about this topic. I will correct it one day but 
do I have to give it back?  
 
Or as another teacher reported: 
The students think that why they would have to write the 
same things twice and why they would not do more useful 
things instead of dealing with the same topic over and over 
again (D). 
 
As participant B2 stated: 
If the students are not interested in the topic and do not have 
any information about the  topic, it is difficult to have them 
write. It takes a long time and it can be boring. 
 
Another student-related possible disadvantage reported by the teachers is the 
lack of motivation in students. The teachers stated that the students were not willing 
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to write and added that it was difficult for the teachers to motivate and prepare 
students to write. As participant B2 stated: 
 It is difficult to motivate students. Students’ knowledge about 
the topic is  important. If they do not know anything about the 
topic, it is difficult to  write.   
 
In the words of participant D: 
Students are not eager to write. They would like to do it 
outside the  class.  
 
Or as another teacher reported: 
 Most students do not volunteer to write. They see it as a 
burden. Following a step by step procedure is a burden for 
them (A2). 
 
In the words of participant B1: 
 
There are demotivated students and you can not make them 
ready. 
 
From the above comments, it can be seen that the teachers first need to make 
their students aware of the importance of the various stages in writing. It can be 
assumed that if the students learn the reasons for what they are doing in their writing 
class, they will be more eager to write, and they will have learned how to express 
themselves better.  
Two teachers did, however, talk about disadvantages of process writing from 
the teachers’ perspective. The first of these went back to the issue of boredom, but 
this time from the teachers’ point of view: 
Usually the teachers get bored dealing with the same topics  
over and over again as students do. It brings extra work load on 
teachers because the number of the papers they check increase 
(C2).  
 
The second on the other hand, touched on the amount of preparation required of the 
teachers: 
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 It needs a lot of preparation for the teacher. The teachers 
should prepare their lesson plans in detail. They should 
prepare what they are going to do in pre-writing activities, 
while-writing and  post-writing activities (A1). 
  
The latter reflects a general concern held by the several of the teachers, about 
problems of time. The teachers stated that because they have to follow a curriculum 
that is tightly scheduled, it would be difficult for them to use process writing 
appropriately and incorporate all of its elements.  
As one participant stated: 
Time is a problem. We have to follow up a syllabus and 
sometimes we have problems about falling behind the 
curriculum. Process writing needs a lot of preparation both by 
the students and teachers (B1). 
 
In the words of another participant: 
Although I want to have the students to write the second 
drafts, I can not because of time constraint (A2). 
 
These findings again show a similarity with the literature reviewed. In the 
literature, it has been stated that because process writing requires input both from the 
teacher and the student, it has been considered as time consuming. 
Teacher- Student Interaction 
Four of the interviewees (A1, B1, B2, and D) stated that they believed that 
process writing increases the interaction between the teacher and the students. 
As participant A1 stated: 
 It increases the cooperation between the teachers and students 
and also between the students. While they are writing, you 
should monitor the class and be ready when they need help. 
You should not sit at your at desk and watch them write. 
  
As participant B2 stated: 
In process writing you are always interacting with the 
students. You speak about the topic, ask questions about the 
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topic, students answer and they write. Then you give feedback 
about their writings, correct their mistakes and return it back 
to the students.  
 
As mentioned above, and by participant D in the section about difficulties 
/disadvantages, a possible misunderstanding about process writing seems to emerge 
although this was not reported openly during the interviews. It is implied by some of 
the teachers that process writing is solely focused on in-class writing. The teachers 
report monitoring and providing help to the students, not just sitting at their desk, and 
watching them write. It can be assumed that some of the teachers may consider time 
as an important disadvantage because they think that all the steps of process writing 
are done in class. 
Practices 
In the interviews, the teachers were also asked about their own teaching 
practices of writing, in particular those which included the elements of process 
writing (brainstorming, outlining, drafting, peer feedback, and editing). 
One teacher (C1) could not answer the questions about teaching practices. In the 
words of participant C1:  
I do not do any of these activities ( brainstorming, outlining, 
drafting, peer feedback, and editing) in my classes. I assign 
writing topics as homework out of class.  
 
Participant C2 also reported not doing any of these activities now, but was still able 
to comment on practices because she had used them in the past: 
I used such teaching practices of writing ( brainstorming, 
outlining, drafting, peer feedback, and editing) at Anatolian 
High Schools where I had previously worked but I do not use 
them now because of time constraint and tightly scheduled 
curriculum.  
 
Five of the teachers interviewed use brainstorming in their writing classes as 
a pre-writing activity. They all believed in the effectiveness of brainstorming. They 
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stated that by brainstorming, students generated ideas and these ideas formed the first 
step of the students’ writing process. The teachers’ responses to brainstorming also 
confirmed the results of question 15 on the questionnaire which was about 
encouraging students to brainstorm about the writing topic before starting to write.  
Brainstorming is one of the activities which is done by nearly all the teachers. 
In the words of participant A2: 
Without brainstorming, it is difficult for the students to write. 
They are at a loss about what to write.  
 
As participant A1 stated: 
I want students to brainstorm in groups or in pairs. For 
example, the topic is education. I write the topic on the board. 
I ask the students what they can write about the topic. First 
they write their ideas in their notebooks. I write them on the 
board. We choose the most appropriate ideas to the topic. The 
students jot down their ideas. 
  
Or as another teacher reported: 
 I always have them do brainstorming by speaking about the 
topic, giving guidelines, and using suggestions in the text 
book (B1). 
 
  For outlining, drafting, peer feedback, and editing the teachers stated that 
they did not do these activities very often. Although they do not have their students 
give peer feedback very often, they believe in its effectiveness. 
In the words of one teacher: 
When the peers give feedback, the students feel that it is more 
sincere. The teacher always shows their mistakes but peers  
easily understand their feelings of being corrected. It can be 
sometimes harmful because the students may not take it 
serious (B1). 
 
Or as another participant stated: 
When the students give feedback to each other, I want them 
not to write their names on the paper because they will feel 
more confident. They do not feel restricted. Students can learn 
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from each other’s mistakes. Sometimes while editing each 
other’s mistakes, they can make mistakes. After they edit, I 
take back and check if their editing is correct or not (A1).   
 
For drafting, the teachers mentioned the time constraints and boredom of 
students. The teachers also stated that although they sometimes asked the students to 
hand in second drafts with the necessary changes and corrections made, the students 
rarely did so. In the words of participant A2: 
I try to have the students write drafts but I could not do it very 
often because of time constraint.  
 
Or as another participant stated: 
The students write the first draft then I check their first draft. 
They also check their peers’ writings. After getting feedback 
both from the teacher and the peer, the students correct it and 
give me for the second time. I check it again. The students 
write two drafts. If I ask them to write more than two drafts 
they get bored (A1). 
 
 As  participant B2 stated: 
 Drafting is something we always do. What the students give 
me as a product is a draft. I am not asking the students to do it 
but students are writing drafts in some way.  
 
When she was asked to elaborate further what she meant by her statement 
above, it was revealed that in fact, what this participant labelled as “drafts” referred 
only to the written assignment handed in by the students. These so-called “drafts” 
however, are never edited either by the students or teachers and are never re-written. 
This clearly reveals a misunderstanding of the concept of drafts. 
Training 
All the teachers agreed that what they needed was in-service training. They 
all stated that first they should learn more clearly about what process writing is, and 
then they would be able to apply it in their classrooms. Even if they could not make 
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it an official part of the curriculum they agreed that it would be useful to pilot it in 
some classes and see whether it worked or not.  
As one participant stated: 
The teachers need a lot of in-service training about process 
writing. First they should learn what process writing is  and 
then they can apply it in their classrooms. Here we do not 
have much in-service training (A1). 
 
The other participants reported that they needed theoretical information about 
process writing. This might be provided with the help of workshops/seminars/ 
training programs/ reference books (A2, B1,B2, C1, C2,& D). 
Contribution of Process Writing to the Program 
In terms of teachers’ beliefs about how process writing would contribute to 
the program, the teachers generally agreed that process writing would contribute 
positively to writing lessons in the school. However, only two teachers (A1 and B2) 
responded in-depth to this question, and, interestingly, the responses of these two 
teachers were in  opposition to each other. In the words of participant A1: 
Because Muğla University School of Foreign Languages is a 
preparatory school and we are dealing with four skills, it 
would be difficult to use in the institution. Another problem 
we should take into consideration is also time constraint. 
Students are all elementary level and adapting process writing 
to elementary level might be a little difficult.  
 
As participant B2 stated: 
Writing should be done by process writing beginning from 
elementary level. As teachers, we  should lead the students 
and teach them how to express themselves beginning from 
sentence level in elementary level. 
 
In the literature reviewed, Rodrigues (1985) touched upon the issue of 
students’ proficiency level. His findings partially confirm the words of 
participant A1, and contradict those of participant B2. He was saying that what 
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process writing underestimates is that students are not professional writers. 
Before the students start to write, they need to learn the structures and model to 
practice. The students need proper instruction and encouragement for writing. In 
order to adapt process writing as Rodrigues (1985) mentions, the students’ 
needs should be taken into consideration.  
Teachers’ Attitudes Towards Writing 
Teachers’ attitudes towards writing can be grouped under three sub-headings:  
the teachers’ own feelings towards writing, their problems with teaching writing, and 
their thoughts on how students think about writing. 
In terms of the teachers’ own feelings towards writing, in  general the 
teachers are positive about writing. On the questionnaire, their responses to questions 
1 and 2 in Part B Section II revealed that the attitudes of teachers towards writing 
were positive. Nevertheless, the teachers complained about not having enough time 
to devote to writing and do extra writing activities in class and these can be assumed 
as their problems with teaching writing. In the words of participant B1: 
I do all the writing activities in the book but I have no time to 
do extra writing activities in the class. 
 
Or as participant C1 stated:  
I do not devote some time to writing. I assign it as a 
homework.  
 
Another important factor which seemed to affect the teachers’ attitudes’ 
towards writing is their perceptions of students’ attitudes towards writing. The 
teachers complained that if the students are not motivated and willing to write, they 
become demotivated, too. In the words of one teacher: 
Students do not like writing because writing process is the 
most difficult skill. They have to use all their knowledge of 
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English. I want to teach writing but if they are not motivated, 
I become demotivated, too (B2). 
 
Or as another participant reported: 
Students are not eager to write. They would like to do it out of 
the class (D). 
 
In the words of  participant C2: 
 
 Most students think that writing is difficult. They do not want 
to write but when I ask them, they do not object. Unwillingly, 
they write.  
 
Lack of motivation on the part of the students and their reluctance to write 
affect teachers’ own attitudes towards writing and change their positive attitudes 
towards writing to negative ones. It is worthwhile to recall that in order to motivate 
the students and increase their interest in writing, the teachers play a very important 
role. For example, in Tyson’s (1999) study, one of the students reported that he 
would not read his essay when his professor returned it with a grade only and no 
comment on it. However, when his professor started to give feedback, he began to 
express himself better and his attitude towards writing turned positive.  
Conclusion 
According to the responses from the interviews and the questionnaire, the 
teachers’ understandings of process writing are predominantly limited to pre-writing 
activities. Both the teacher responses on the questionnaire and the interviews showed 
that in contrast with other concepts related with process writing, the teachers used 
pre-writing activities such as outlining, brainstorming in their writing classes. In 
terms of teachers’ understandings and attitudes towards process writing, the 
interviews clarified certain concepts, terms, and ideas which had seemed vague on 
the questionnaire. For example, although one teacher  answered “no” to the question 
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about whether she had ever heard the term process writing or not, the interviews 
revealed that she had used it in her classes before but did not know the name. All 
seven  teachers who were interviewed and most of the teachers on the questionnaire 
stated that their students were not interested in writing and that students could not 
express themselves in writing. 
In general both in the interviews and on the questionnaire, teachers stated that 
they were in favour of process writing and would like to teach writing by using the 
process writing approach. Moreover, they reported believing that their students 
would benefit from process writing. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 
Introduction 
This study investigated the attitudes and understandings of teachers towards 
process writing in the school of Foreign Languages at Muğla University. It also 
investigated teachers’ reported writing instruction practises and teachers’ attitudes 
towards writing. 
 The reason for investigating this subject was the idea of searching for 
alternatives to Muğla University’s current approaches to writing lessons, which the 
teachers have frequently complained about. The teachers have also often complained 
about their students’ not being able to express themselves in writing and about the 
writing lessons not being very productive. As the first step in deciding whether to 
implement all or elements of a process writing approach, this project aimed at 
investigating what the teachers knew and understood about process writing. 
According to the research results, the implementation process might take place.  
 A second reason for investigating this topic was to contribute to the literature 
on process writing as there is a gap in the literature looking at perceptions of teachers 
towards process writing. Many studies have looked at process writing in terms of its 
implementation, the composing processes of students using process writing, and 
student attitudes towards process writing. However, fewer studies have looked at it in 
terms of teachers’ perceptions’ of it, particularly in an EFL context.   
 First, examples from the literature about what process writing is, the 
difference between process writing and product writing, teachers’ attitudes towards 
and understanding of process writing, advantages and disadvantages of process 
writing, and empirical research done on process writing were given.  
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 As the attitudes of teachers in the School of Foreign Languages at Muğla 
university were investigated, the teachers in this department were the only subjects of 
the study. Thirty four teachers completed the questionnaire and six teachers and the 
administrator of the school were then interviewed. Descriptive analysis, frequencies 
and percentages and chi-square values were used to present the data from the 
questionnaire. For the questions with more than one option on the questionnaire, 
categorization was used. The answers were grouped according to the most common 
points.  
 Semi-structured interviews were conducted after the analysis of the 
questionnaire. To analyze the answers given in the interviews, categorization was 
used. The answers were grouped according to the research questions. After grouping 
the responses of the participants, the researcher interpreted the answers of the 
participants in the interviews.  
Results and Discussions 
 In this chapter the results of the data are discussed by answering each of the 
research questions. The first research question was, what are the attitudes and 
understandings of teachers who work in the School of Foreign Languages at Muğla 
University towards process writing? 
Teachers’ Attitudes About Process Writing 
In general, the teachers are in favour of process writing. According to the 21 
teachers who reported having heard about process writing, the majority of them   
believe in the effectiveness of process writing in improving students’ writing 
although most have never explicitly practised it in their classes. The teachers believe 
that their students could start writing better if a process writing approach were 
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implemented, and that process writing may increase the collaboration between the 
students and the teacher. These findings support those of studies conducted by Diaz 
(1985) and Hildebrand (1985). According to the research results of those two teacher 
researchers, process writing increased collaboration among the students and the 
teacher, and the students began to write meaningfully in addition to gaining 
confidence and awareness about their writings.  
The number of participant teachers who reported having  practised process 
writing was very few (only two), and even though many teachers had heard the term 
process writing, they reported knowing very little about it. These two factors may 
explain in part why, on the questionnaire, teachers report being willing to apply a 
process writing approach in their classes, but were nevertheless undecided about the 
application and implementation of a process writing approach at the institutional 
level. These findings seem to suggest that teachers want to use process writing first 
on an individual basis before being prepared to decide if process writing would 
contribute to their institution or not.  
Another reason for the teachers’ being more decisive about using process 
writing in their classes rather than in the institution may be due to cultural reasons. 
By implementing first on individual basis, the teachers may want to see if process 
writing is appropriate to their context and their students. In Clachar’s (2000) study, 
the findings revealed that a process approach was inappropriate for Turkish students 
who are taught to think and write in a different way. Two teachers in the current 
study had, however, used process writing in the institutions where they had 
previously worked, and they stated that although students were tired of writing 
drafts, they benefited overall from process writing.  
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The teachers report that they want to teach writing by process writing but 
they have some concerns such as time and a tightly scheduled curriculum, which 
were the problems also raised in Caudery’s (1995) study. Because of having limited 
time for writing, both in terms of lessons per week and overall course length, the 
teachers may need to adapt all or parts of a process writing approach to their own 
contexts. The similarity between Caudery’s findings and the findings of the current  
study are somewhat surprising because the contexts of the two studies differ from 
each other. Caudery (1995) conducted the study in an ESL context, whereas this 
study was conducted in an EFL context. Although the contexts are different, the 
teachers complain about similar concepts. In any case, it is important to note that the 
process writing approach was originally developed in and for the L1 classroom. 
Since process writing approach was developed for L1 classrooms, it may need to be 
adapted according to the needs of students in L2 classrooms. As Caudery (1995) 
notes, “relatively little seems to have been done to develop a process approach which 
is specifically oriented towards L2 writing”, and suggests that “the time for this may 
be ripe” (p.11). 
Another similarity between Caudery’s study and the findings of the current 
study is that the teachers already seem to be adopting some elements of the process 
writing approach some of the time rather than using it in its entirety. The teachers in 
Caudery’s study emphasized making students more aware of the benefits of writing 
process and of why they are writing, which is an idea shared by some teacher 
participants in the interviews in the current study.  
One negative attitude which some teachers seemed to associate with process 
writing was the possibility of a lack of motivation and of boredom on the part of the 
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students. The majority of the teachers raised, in particular, the issue of writing 
multiple drafts, and added that students got bored while writing for the second time 
about the same topic. Moreover, the teachers themselves did not want to deal with 
the same topic over and over again. Even the teachers who have not used process 
writing talked about multiple drafts and possible student boredom. It is possible to 
extrapolate from other data given that the reason why they are feeling in this way 
might be that because they feel that their students are not interested in writing and 
that it is difficult motivating them to write. They may fear that having students write 
multiple drafts may make them even further lose their interest in writing.  
Teachers’ Understandings About Process Writing 
 Twenty one teachers who reported having heard the term process writing, 
listed certain concepts, terms, and ideas associated with process writing on the 
questionnaire. These data revealed that the teachers’ understandings of process 
writing can be grouped under three headings as “complete understandings”, “limited 
understandings”, and “misunderstandings” of process writing. The reasons for 
gathering more in-depth information about teachers’ understandings of process 
writing were that even if the teachers claim that they know about process writing, it 
is important to discover how much they know and therefore what kind of training 
they might need to have, since most of the teachers have not actually practised it. 
 Complete Understandings of Teachers About Process Writing 
Two teachers, because of having practised a process writing approach  before, 
gave detailed, well-informed  information about process writing both on the 
questionnaire and in the interviews. These teachers mentioned pre-writing activities 
such as brainstorming, outlining, and planning as well as other process writing 
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concepts such as drafting, editing, teacher and peer feedback, revising, and 
evaluation. They were able to clearly express not only what these concepts were but 
also the rationale behind using them. Moreover, they were both able to draw a 
complete picture of a process writing model, rather than only isolated aspects of one 
by exemplifying it.  
 Limited Understandings of Teachers About Process Writing     
The majority of the teachers had more limited understandings of process 
writing. For example, many seemed to have ideas about various pre-writing activities 
of process writing, which were listed as brainstorming, outlining, and planning. 
Some teachers also added drafting to their lists. According to the teachers’ self 
reports, the activities listed above are used by the majority of teachers while teaching 
writing. The remaining 13 teachers reported not knowing what process writing is, but 
nevertheless may be unconsciously using various elements of process writing in their 
teaching. The reasons for the teachers’ having limited understandings of process 
writing may be that the teachers are coming from different backgrounds. Some of the 
teachers are graduates of departments of English Language and Literature. The 
teachers also do not have in-service training in the school so they are forced to catch 
up with innovations in the field of English language teaching solely through their 
own efforts. Another reason might be that because writing is not taught as a separate 
skill, the teachers are not able to devote enough time to writing, and therefore 
teaching writing is limited to the writing tasks in the book. The reason for using pre-
writing activities might be that the teachers might think that students simply cannot 
write without being introduced to the topic because there are not explicit pre-writing 
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activities in the textbooks and this “introduction” is best accomplished by pre-writing 
activities such as brainstorming, outlining, and planning.  
Misunderstandings of Teachers About Process Writing 
Among the 21 teachers who reported having heard of process writing, there 
were some teachers who seemed to have actual misunderstandings or misconceptions 
about process writing. Among these misunderstandings, the teachers listed “making 
charts”, “prompts”, “teaching writing step by step”- which is explained as “knowing 
sentence writing, then paragraph, and an essay”. To this list can perhaps be added  
“taking notes” and  “using background and cultural background of students”. These 
could  conceivably be a part of process writing but without further elaboration it 
cannot be known whether the teachers’ understandings of these truly matched with 
process writing or not. The existence of some misconceptions seem to go along with 
the teachers’ fairly low self assessments of their familiarity with the concepts. The 
reasons for these apparent misunderstandings might be that the teachers do not know 
much about process writing, but were trying to predict what process writing is.  
According to the responses of some teachers in the interviews, another 
misunderstanding of teachers might be that process writing is thought to consist 
purely of in-class activities. Some teachers stated that they could not use every single 
element of process writing because of time constraints which may stem from  a belief 
that every step must take place in the class. 
 Identifying the degree of teachers’ understandings of process writing is 
important because the teachers will play an important role if there is to be a future 
implementation of process writing in the curriculum. It is the teachers who know the 
ongoing program and the students in that program, because the teachers are at the 
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heart of the teaching process. Moreover, in order to have a successful 
implementation of process writing in the curriculum for the future, it is also 
important to find out and clarify the misconceptions or misunderstandings of teachers 
about the process writing approach. 
Training 
All the teachers agreed that what they needed was in-service training. They 
all stated that first they should learn more clearly about what process writing is, and 
then  they would be able to apply it in their classrooms. Even if they could not make 
it an official part of the curriculum, they agreed that it would be useful to pilot it in 
some classes and see whether or not it worked. For instance, in the studies conducted 
by Mol (1991), Pennington (1995), and Tyson (1999), the teachers either did not 
know much about or were negative about process writing, but after being exposed to 
a process writing approach through workshops, training programs, and seminars, the 
teachers’ attitudes towards process writing changed. In this case, the teachers’ 
attitudes towards process writing are already quite positive, which is an advantage. It 
could be hoped, therefore, that with the help of the training program, 
misunderstandings about process writing might be clarified, the teachers’ knowledge 
and understanding of a process writing approach might be expanded, and the training 
program would be even more successful because of their already positive attitudes. 
Level of Appropriateness 
All the teachers think that they should adapt the process writing approach to 
their own situations. In the interviews a couple of teachers stated that they should 
start using it beginning from the elementary level onwards. Only one teacher 
specified a reason for using a process writing approach at the elementary level, 
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stating that they should start using a process writing approach beginning from the 
sentence level onwards so they would be better able to help their students express 
themselves in writing. On the other hand, one of the teachers who reported having 
used a process writing approach before, stated that it would be difficult to adapt the 
process writing approach at Muğla University, School of  Foreign Languages 
because of its being a preparatory school. She added that process writing was more 
useful and effective for more advanced level English for Specific Purposes (ESP) 
and English for Academic Purposes (EAP) courses because her experience had been 
one of using it in these classes. In order to adapt a process writing approach, the 
students’ needs should be taken into consideration. The reason this teacher suggests 
using process writing  in ESP or EAP classes might be linked to the proficiency level 
of students, which is an issue also raised by Rodrigues (1985). He pointed out that 
process writing needs to be adapted according to the needs of the students.  
For the implementation of process writing at the elementary level, the 
situation at Muğla University should also be considered. The reason for the teacher’s 
suggestion of using it at the elementary level might be that all of the students are at 
an elementary proficiency level and most of the students are not skilled writers even 
in Turkish. Although they have been exposed to an intensive English language 
education program, they still are unable to express themselves in English and this is 
apparent in their exam papers. Therefore, it might be better if the students begin to be 
taught how to write in an organized manner from the outset. A process writing 
approach may provide a framework for such instruction. 
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The second research question was, what are the teachers’ writing instruction 
practices? 
The results for this question were quite evenly distributed but the most 
common points the teachers share is that even though the teachers stated that they did 
not know or that they knew very little about process writing, they generally seem to 
be using some elements of process writing in their classes. Most do some form of 
pre-writing activities before they have the students write about the topic. They have 
their students generate ideas about the writing task and provide input about the 
writing topic before the students start to write, by having the students brainstorm and 
make outlines about the topic. As writing is not taught as a separate skill at Muğla 
University, School of Foreign Languages, sometimes the teachers do not have time 
to do all the writing activities in the text books or to bring extra materials into the 
class. Although the teachers stated that their main concern was not grammatical 
structures in writing, grammar still seems to be of their primary concern in terms of 
their actual teaching practice as shown by question 17 on the questionnaire.  
Unconsciously, the teachers seem to be using some elements of process 
writing while teaching writing. They do not simply leave their students on their own 
to write. The teachers in some way prepare the students for the writing process, but 
the process they use for preparing students to start writing is not carried further. In 
other words, they do not have their students write multiple drafts, give peer feedback 
or edit.   
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The third research question was, what are the teachers’ attitudes towards 
writing?  
The teachers all have quite positive attitudes about writing but generally seem 
to find teaching writing difficult when compared to speaking, listening, and reading. 
The teachers all complain that their students are not interested in writing and it is  
difficult for them to motivate the students to write. The reason given for the lack of 
motivation in students towards writing is that students are not able to express 
themselves in writing. Another reason for the lack of motivation for students to write 
might be because of the context of Muğla University which is not an English 
medium university. As explained in the statement of the problem (See Chapter 1, p. 
5) the majority of students are not required to study English so they might think that 
writing is the least important skill for them when compared to other skills. 
 The teachers are quite positive about writing and consider writing as one of 
the most important skills despite the students’ disinterest, the time constraints, and 
the tightly scheduled curriculum. They seem largely to be in favour of the future 
implementation of a process writing approach because they see process writing as 
possibly providing the cure they have been searching for-both a cure for themselves 
to teach writing and for the students.  
Recommendations 
 Since the teachers are generally in favour of using process writing and 
believe in the effectiveness of process writing, it seems that it would be a positive 
decision to try implementing a process writing approach. First, however, as pointed 
out by several of the teachers, they need to be trained. The first thing to be done 
should be to plan sessions for training. Teachers stated that they needed in-service 
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training about process writing. They want to have theoretical information about 
process writing, and then to be given training sessions on the pedagogical 
implementation of this approach. The training should be done by someone who is 
knowledgeable about process writing and/or preferably by people who have been 
using process writing. Hands-on workshops should be included in these training 
sessions. If the administration plans to implement process writing, teacher training 
should begin as soon as possible because it is not a very easy process. It might take 
some time to train the teachers about process writing because the teachers first need 
to learn themselves how to write by using process writing. As stated by Mol (1991), 
the University of British Columbia Department of Language Education conducted 
writing workshops in order to train the teachers in writing and help them to 
experience the various stages of writing process themselves. In Pennington’s (1995) 
study, the training of the eight secondary school teachers continued for six months, 
and while being trained the teachers also used process writing in their classes. 
Among the various techniques that may be used in the training sessions, teachers 
may be asked to write by using process writing or they may be asked to teach a 
sample lesson by process writing.  
 While trying to implement process writing, the teaching situation at Muğla 
University and the needs of the students should be considered first. Muğla University 
is not an English medium university, but in some departments students are required 
to study English for a year. Therefore, English courses in the School of Foreign 
Languages are compulsory for these students. The needs of these students and the 
needs of the other students who attend the program on a voluntary basis vary from 
each other. By taking into consideration the needs of the students and situation, 
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necessary changes and an adaptation of process writing should be planned. These 
adaptations may be done according to the students’ content areas so that the students’ 
needs in terms of writing may also be met in the best way. 
 While trying to implement process writing and train teachers about what 
process writing is, what needs to be made aware of is that process writing is also an  
evolving concept. Throwing out all aspects of product writing will not likely be the 
solution to the problems of writing at Muğla University, nor will the blind 
acceptance of a basic process writing model without consideration of how it may be 
adapted to best meet the needs of teachers and students at Muğla University. The 
teachers should also be made aware of the other writing pedagogies emerging in the 
field of writing such as the questions raised by the proponents of post-process 
writing, and during the training, the teachers should consider which approach or 
combination thereof best meets their needs and students’ needs.  
Another issue is piloting. Before process writing is implemented on a wide-
scale, it should be piloted in some classes to see whether it is working or not with 
these classes and students. Students’ attitudes should be investigated, especially 
towards drafting, as the teachers in the interviews stated that the students might get 
bored with writing drafts. According to the piloting and attitudes of the students, the 
teachers may think about whether to use process writing or not. Piloting should 
continue for at least one whole term in order to have reliable results about the 
effectiveness of process writing on students’ writing, and to investigate students’ 
attitudes towards process writing. Anything less than one term would not allow 
students or teachers to view a full picture of a process writing approach, and to 
observe the potential benefits that various studies have found occurred over time. 
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Throughout the interviews, the main concern expressed by the teachers was 
that of time constraints. All the teachers, during the interviews, reported not having 
enough time to do the writing activities in order to follow the curriculum even as it 
currently stands. For an implementation of process writing or aspects of it, curricular 
changes would ideally need to be made. These curricular changes should be planned 
in terms of increasing the amount of time devoted to English classes so that the 
teachers should be given enough space to deal with writing more. 
Limitations of The Study 
 The first thing to say about limitations of this study is that this study is not 
generalizable. The study was conducted in the School of Foreign Languages at 
Mugla University with 34 teachers, so the results of the study can only be said to 
show that those teachers are in favour of process writing. It would not be accurate to 
say at this point  that all or most teachers in Turkey have the same attitudes towards 
process writing. Only 21 teachers in the study reported knowing about process 
writing as opposed to 13 teachers who had never heard the term process writing. 
Again it cannot be said on the basis of this study that this reflects the general level of 
familiarity with  process writing among all EFL teachers in Turkey. This study only 
investigated teachers’ attitudes towards process writing. There was no classroom 
observation on how the teachers taught writing.  
 Another limitation that this study has is in terms of inter-coder reliability. The 
interviews were analysed by using categorization and these categories were 
determined by the researcher. As the categories were not checked by someone who is 
knowledgeable in the field, they may lack reliability. 
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   Implications for Further Research 
 This study investigated the attitudes and understanding of teachers who work 
in the school of Foreign Languages at Muğla University towards process writing. 
Future studies can be conducted to see the attitudes and understandings of teachers 
working at other state universities towards process writing, perhaps in the form of a 
wide-scale survey.   
 Another thing that could be investigated would be to conduct follow-up 
studies at Muğla University, School of Foreign Languages as the process writing 
approach is experimented with them. This could include finding out whether there 
are any positive effects of process writing on students’ writing capabilities. The 
writings of students instructed by process writing and product writing may be 
compared and contrasted with each other in order to see which approach is more 
effective on their writing capabilities. The students’ perceptions of whether process  
or product writing is more useful for them can also be investigated. 
 After the teachers have been trained about process writing, process writing  
can be piloted on a voluntary basis in order to investigate if the teachers’ attitudes 
towards process writing change or not, or to see how much their familiarity with 
process writing increased with the help of the training sessions. 
 The attitudes of those teachers who reported not having heard the term 
process writing can also be searched after the training sessions, in order to have an 
overall picture of the teachers, working at Muğla University, towards process 
writing. These teachers can be interviewed in order to have more in-depth 
information about their developing attitudes towards process writing. 
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 Classroom practises of teachers about how they are teaching writing can also 
be investigated via observations in order to check the data revealed from the 
questionnaire.  
    Conclusion 
 According to the data results, it might be concluded that the majority of 
teachers working in the School of Foreign Languages at Muğla University have quite 
positive attitudes towards process writing. Some teachers’ understandings about 
process writing is limited and some have misunderstandings, but these 
misunderstandings might be clarified and the limited understandings might be 
expanded with the help of a training program. In the interviews, all the teachers seem 
open to the idea of receiving training about process writing and they seem to be in 
favour of its implementation in the institution.  
 Trying to choose the most appropriate writing pedagogy for the benefit of 
students is not an easy job, because in the ELT world new techniques and methods to 
writing constantly emerge. It is not a black and white situation. While trying to 
choose or implement the new methods, the students needs should certainly be taken 
into consideration, as should the expert opinion of the teachers. The teachers know 
the students and the context in which the teaching is taking place. As the teachers are 
the heart of the teaching process, they are the people who can be considered to know 
best for their students, for themselves and also for the institution. Before the 
implementation of any new program or approach, in order to get the maximum 
benefit, the teachers should be trained first and then they should consider which 
points to adopt or adapt to their contexts. 
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APPENDIX A 
Questionnaire 
Dear Colleagues, 
 I am a student in the MA TEFL 2002 Program at Bilkent University. I am 
conducting a study on teachers’ attitudes and understandings about the  process 
model of writing. There may be changes made in the writing curriculum at Muğla 
University and these may involve process writing. Therefore it is important to learn 
what you do or do not know about process writing, what opinions you may or you 
may not have about it, so that its introduction can be smooth and its implementation 
effective. This will be of benefit to you as teachers, to the administration, and 
ultimately, to the students. My aim is to learn how much you know about process 
writing and your general attitudes about process writing. Please answer the 
questionnaire fully and honestly. Your answers will provide valuable data and will be  
useful and helpful not only for my thesis but also for you / our program. Your 
answers will be kept entirely confidential. The researcher is the only one who will 
see the individual answers. It is important however  that you do write your name as  
the second part of the research will include  interviews with certain teachers selected 
according to the diversity of answers given  on their questionnaires.                                                     
                                                                    Thank you for your help and cooperation. 
                                                                                     Özlem Gümüş 
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A-Background Information 
Please tick  (9) the appropriate boxes and provide necessary information 
below. 
1.      Name: ........................ 
2.      Surname: ……………… 
3.      Age: 
          Below 25        25-30              31-35         41-45          above 45 
4. Total years teaching experience 
            less than 1 year     1-5      6-10     11-15       16-20      above 20     
5.    Qualifications in teaching: 
      B.A/B.S 
 M.A 
                     Ph. D 
                         Diploma Programs ( please specify): ………… 
6.  Other schools where you have taught. You may choose  more than one option.    
  Public/State school 
  Private College 
  University 
  Private courses 
7.     How long have you been teaching  in your present  institution? 
           Less than 1 year      1-5 years        6-10 years         10-15 years      
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Part B 
I. Questions About Teaching Practices  
Please tick (9) only one option for each item..Try to check what you actually 
do, not what you think maybe you should do. 
     Always: 5         Often: 4       Sometimes: 3      Rarely: 2     Never: 1 
No Item 5 4 3 2 1 
1. I do all the writing activities in the text book.      
2. For writing tasks, I bring into class extra materials ( e.g., from 
the Internet, other books).  
     
3. For writing tasks, I bring into class authentic materials (e.g., 
newspapers, magazines ).  
     
4. I present  a writing  model to the classroom before students start 
to write. 
     
5. I help students by giving suggestions and advice about how to 
organize their ideas. 
     
6. I provide input to generate ideas about the topic (e.g. write about 
your most memorable summer holiday)  and type of the writing  
( e.g., narrative) before  the students start to write. 
     
7. I have students work in groups of two or more  for prewriting 
 Tasks (e.g., brainstorming, outlining). 
     
8. I have students work in pairs or groups to prepare a single 
written text. 
     
9. I have students get ideas from each other before starting to 
write.  
     
10. Before students start writing, I have my students spend time 
researching about the writing topic. 
     
11. Before they start writing, I have my students spend time 
thinking about the writing topic. 
     
 
12. 
I encourage students to concentrate on content  rather than on 
grammatical structures, spelling and punctuation when they 
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write. 
13. Before doing any actual writing, I have my students develop an 
outline. 
     
14. I have my students write more than one draft of their work.      
15. I encourage my students to brainstorm about the writing topic  
before doing any actual writing.  
     
16.  Before doing any actual writing, I have my students plan what 
they are going to write 
     
17. When I give feedback on students’ writing, I try to correct all 
their  grammatical errors. 
     
18. I have my students make written comments on each other’s 
drafts. 
     
19. I have my students correct each other’s punctuation, spelling, 
and grammar mistakes.  
     
20. When I grade students’ papers, I concentrate mainly on 
grammar. 
     
21. When I grade students’ papers, I concentrate mainly on content 
(the message they are trying to convey). 
     
22. When I grade students’ papers, I concentrate mainly on 
organization (e.g,  paragraphs, rhetorical structures like 
argument, persuasive, descriptive). 
     
23. When I grade students’ papers, I concentrate equally on 
grammar, content and organization.   
     
 
II. Attitudes of Teachers About Writing 
 Please tick (9) only one option for each item.  
Strongly agree: 5   Agree: 4    Undecided: 3   Disagree: 2   Strongly disagree:1 
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No Item 5 4 3 2 1 
1. I like teaching writing.      
2. I like to write.      
3. Teaching writing is more difficult in  comparison  to listening, 
speaking, and reading. 
     
4. In my opinion, students are not interested in writing.      
5. In my opinion, students find it difficult to express themselves 
in writing. 
     
6. Instruction is essential  to writing.      
7. Teachers’ need to be good writers themselves in order to be 
able to teach writing. 
     
8. Learning to write requires more time than listening, speaking, 
and reading. 
     
 
Part C- Attitudes of Teachers Towards Process writing 
I-  Please answer the following questions. Tick (9) the box.  
1- Have you ever heard the term ‘process writing’ ? 
                               No                    Yes  
If  No, you may stop here 
2- If yes , where did you hear it? You may choose more than one option. 
     from a colleague 
     from a workshop / training program 
           from a published materials 
           from a school where I worked before 
           other (please specify) _______________ 
 3- How much do you think you know about process writing? 
            A lot         Some         A little        Very little         Nothing 
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  4- Please list specifically all the concepts/terms/ideas/teaching techniques that  you 
associate with the term process writing. 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
II. Please tick (9) only one option for each item.  
Strongly agree: 5   Agree: 4   Don’t know: 3     Disagree: 2     Strongly disagree:1 
 
No Item 5 4 3 2 1 
1. We should use process writing in our department.      
2. I would like to teach writing using a process model of writing.      
3. Process writing would help our students to be better writers.      
4. Process writing is time consuming.      
5. Process writing helps students to have better-developed and better-
organized essays. 
     
 
6. My students are not proficient enough to give valid feedback on 
their peers’ works. 
     
7. Process writing helps students to form more coherent paragraphs.      
8. Process writing would have a positive impact on teacher-student 
relations. 
     
9. Process writing would have a positive impact on student-student 
relations. 
     
10. Process writing is not appropriate for L2 learners who still have big 
problems with grammar. 
     
11. Process writing brings extra workload on teachers.      
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APPENDIX B 
Interview Questions 
1. How much time do you devote to writing per class in  a week?  
2.What is your students’ attitude towards writing in general? Do you think that  
students’ positive or negative attitude towards writing affect your attitude 
towards writing? What is their reaction to the written assignment they get 
back from you?  
2. What do you know about process writing ? (Could you tell me if you ever 
heard the term process writing? 
3. Do you believe that you and your students could  benefit from process 
writing? If yes how? If no, why ?  
4. What kind of difficulties do you think  you may  face while teaching writing 
with process approach?  
5. What do you think about having separate writing lessons as opposed to 
integrated skills courses? 
6. What do you think  the potential weaknesses and strengths of process writing 
are? (depending on how clearly # 4, # 5 are answered) 
7. To you, what is the difference between a product-oriented writing and 
process writing? 
8.  In order to implement process writing, what kind of training would you like 
to have? 
9. Do you believe that process writing has any effect on  the interaction  
between teachers and students or not? If yes, how? If no, why? 
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10. Do you ever have your students write drafts? Why or why not? If so how 
exactly you do it? How many drafts do you have your students write? 
11. Do you have your students make “ outline”? Why or why not? If so how 
exactly you do it? 
12. Do you have your students “brainstorm” before they start to write? Why or 
why not? If so how exactly you do it? 
13. Do you believe in the effectiveness of peer feedback in writing as well as 
with teacher feedback? Please explain your reasons? Have you ever asked 
your students to comment on each others’ writings? Do you think it is 
generally helpful?  
14. Do you have your students edit each other’s punctuation, spelling and 
grammar mistakes? If yes, how? If no, why not? Do you teach them the 
mechanics of writing such as punctuation, spelling, and capitalization? 
15. Do you think process writing would be an effective contribution to writing 
lessons in our institution? If yes, how? If no, why or why not? 
16. Do you believe that students would improve their writing by using process 
writing or not? If yes, how? If no, why not? 
 
